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CITY OF PEABODY
HOUSING PRODUCTION PLAN

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1  Background and Purpose

The City of Peabody has a long history of plantonguidehousingdevelopmentthat meets a diversity

of local needs. For example, in the City adopted aviaster Plan that addressed future
development, including the unique challenges of continuing to provide housing in a community with
little available land. Also in 2002, the City convened an Affordable Housing Strategy Committee to
prepare a Housing Needsssessment and Strategy to provide a more detailed analysis of local housing
needs and actions that the City should undertake to better promote affordable housing. The City has
also completed Strategic Housing Plans, also knowrivasYearConsolidated Rns(most recentlyfor
2015-2019, which are required by HUD to identify priority housing and community development needs
as well as strategies for using federal funding to address these needs.

In 2013 theCity, through its Depamient of Community Devepment and Planning, updadl its Housing
bSSRa !'aasSaavyYSyd FyR | 2dzaAy3a { N} HSSRyProdugfidndzNR y .
requirements under Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40B, 760 CMR Bta®®lan was approved

by the state andexpired in Jly 2018.

This Housing Production Plaapresents anther opportunity for the City of Peabody to fully examine

the relationship between the specific impacts of demographic changes relative to housing and the
dynamics of maet conditions further updating the previous Housing Plan©nly by understanding
these changes can the City determine the current and future housing needs of its citizenry and develop
strategies to continue meetintpe wide range ofdentified needs.

Ultimately the intent $ that the Housing Production Plan, in accordance with the Riv&YearPlan,

will provide guidance to the City as it renders decisions on any number of policy issues regarding
housing such as where to allocate resources for thedpotion of new affordale and workforce
housing, how to revise its existing zoning as it relates to building new housing, and how to engage
housing developers and service providers in partnerships that will waakldeessdentified needs.

This HousindPlan also provides aofential opportunity for the City to deny what it considers to be
inappropriate Chapter 40B comprehensive permit applicationsciiitmeet annual housing production
goals.While the City has made progress in producing affordablesginstill has agapof 110affordable

units to reach the 10% affordability threshold under Chapter wbBn it wouldno longerbe susceptible

to zoning overrides by comprehensive permit applications that are determined to be inappropriate and

1 The state administers the Hoimgy Production Program that was created to givéesitand towns greater local
control over affordable housing development. If a municipality adopts an affordable housing plan and then
actually mets unit production goals of deast 0.50% of its yeaound housing stock in any one yedrl1 units)

the Gty may be able to deny inappropriate comprehensive permit projects for at least one year and for two years
if 1.0% of its yearound housing stdcis produced222 units)
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do not meet local needs. Housirgrowth will drive the 10% goal upwards, as adjusted by each decennial
census, and therefore it is a moving target.

Evenwhen the City surpasses the Chapter 40B threshdRkabody will still have considerable unmet
housing needssadocumented in SectioB.4. Additionallythe comprehensive permit process catill

be an efficient permitting tool and has been used effectively in communitiesarebeyondthe 10%
affordability threshold.

1.2  Summary of Significant Demographic @idousing Characterists and Trends
The Housing Needs Assessment, included in Section 3 of this Housing Production Plan, provides
information on demographic and housing characteristics and trends with the following key findings:

Demographic and Economirends

Population growng slowly but significant projected increases through 2030

Following a decline in population inthe®& > t S 62 R&éQa LR2LJzZ F GA2Y Ay ON
more slowly with a total growth rate of 9.0% between 1990 and 20101@%l residents. Censu
estimates from the American Community Survey suggest a 2.7% increase after that to 52,610 residents
in 2017.City records indicate a population 62,474 as of October 2018, very close to the 2017 census
estimate.

Population projetions from the Metropé A Gy ! NBI tfFyyAy3a [ 2dzy OAt
planning agency, estimate that the population will grow to 55,091 residents by 2030, representing a
7.5% rate of growth since 2020This is based on their more conservativevgito scenario. The Stat

5FGF /SYyGSNI Fd GKS | yAGSNAAGE 2F al adal OKdzaSdaida
60,500 by 2030, reflecting an 18% growth rate since 2010.

Declining numbers of younger residents and increases in older ones

Censudldata indicates that th median age of residents has increased significantly B6rh years in
1990t0 44.3 yearsn 2017. Between 1990 and 201tose 65 years of age or older increasedébio,
from 6,655 to 10,988 residents or from 14.1% to 20.884he population There wee also a 52%
increase in the older middiage population of 55 to 64 years.

On the other hand, the number and proportion of children under age 18 declinegi2§ during this
period; younger adults in the family formation stagettodir lives, the 25 t®B4-age range, decreased by
18%; and those who were somewhat older, age 35 to 44, decrease2P¥y Clearly an increasing
number of those who were raised Reabodyare choosing to live elsewhere.

High projected increaseis olderresidents

Those over ge 65 are estimated to increase from 20.5% of all residents in 2010 to 29.5% by 2030,
representing a gain of 5,741 residents in this age categon/ a 55% growth rate The Baby Boom
ISYSNIGA2Y sAft 02y hrptiScoipdsitichNdedehext dople of Hetai@s RS
I YR { Kidusihdiagehda &vill have to addresssttontinuing demographic shift.

2This Executive Summaryuses t / Qa { G} (dzA v dz2 LINR ddd Ofiate® of Birthsy) dedttSR 2y |
migration, and housing occupancy.
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Declines in families
Family households declined as a percentage of all households A8 iT 1990 to 62% by 2017,
correlated to the dea@hes in children and school enrollments.

Increases in smaller households

The number of households increased betwekd90and 201, from 17,556t0 21,467 representing a
growth rate 0f21.4% compared to th@opulation growth rate ofl1.6%. This growth igrgely explained

by significant increases in smaller households, including those living &lkleC projections suggest
continued increases to 24,754 households by 2030, larger than the projected population growth rate of
7.5%.Thistrend suggestshe neal for a greater number of smaller units to accommodate a growing
population of smaller households.

Risingincome leveldagging behind the rate of inflation and state levels

Incomes have increased substantially with the median hbakkincome levegrowing from $39,800 in

1990 to $65,085 by 2017. This represents a 63.5% rate of growth that was lower than thef rate
inflatonatl 6 2 dzi yy:» RdzZNAYy3I (GKAA LISNA2RO® t SFro2Re8Qa Y
statewide levebf $74,167

Growingincome disparities
Incomes have not kegiacewith housing prices andn affordability gap becomes immediately apparent
in Figure 11.

Also, despiteincreasing incomes,

Figure 1-1: Median Household Income and Median House there are stillsubstantial numbers
Value, 1390 - 2017 of residents with very ihited
$500,000 financial means @ 26.5% of
$400,000 2401,000 households were earning less than
' $295,000 $35,000,18.69%8% earningless than
$300,000 $242,000 $25,000 based on 2Q@1 census
$177,100 estimates.
$200,000
$100,000 $39.300 $54,829 $64,679 $65,085 There is also a large income
' disparity between owners and
$0 renters as reflected in median
1990 2000 2010 2017 income levels of 5,644 and
Median Household Income Median House Value $39,912 respeclvely.

Recent increases in poverty

While the proportion of those living below the poverty level is lower Reabodythan state and county
levels, at 11.4% antD.9%respectivelycensus estimates suggest an increase from 402010 to 9.8%

in 2017. While such a large increase is questionable, it nevertheless suggests a troubling trend. While
poverty is estimated to have decreased for seniors, there were substantial increases for families and
children.

Diverse and gpanding labor force

State wakforce data shows an increase in average employment from 23,577 workers in 2010 to 24,453
in 2017 with a decrease in the unemployment rate from 7.4% to 2.8%. This information also confirms
that Peabod d S O2y 2 Yeé A yrodogzier® appdrtuniteswith sanfesighificantgrowth in
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the construction as well as technical or professional services sed@dnsarticular note is the increase in
establishments and jobs in the health care and social services industries. Thereseesigaificant job
los®es in manufacturing and wholesale trade as well as the eliminatiagréulural or fishing jobs.

The average weekly wagalso increased from $875 in 2010 to $995 in 2017, translating into annual
wages of $45,675 to $51,939. 3Fh2017 weekly wagevas significantly lower than the median
household income oPeabodyresidents of $5,085,indicating that those who have jobs Reabodyare
generally earning less than those who livéhia community

Significant special needs

Of all Rabody residents in 2@ 7,292 or 14.2% claimed a disability, which increased to 15.1% by 2017,
high in comparison to the statewide percentag¥ 11.0% and 11.6% in 2010 and 2017, respectively. It
should be noted that the projected increase in olderidesits, predicted to gw from 20.5% of all
residents in 2010 to 29.5% by 2034l likely increase the level of special needs in the commuiitys

data indicates that there are significant special needs within the Peabody community and suggests that
the City make a concedeeffort to produce special needs housing, including units that are handicapped
accessible and/or have supportive services.

Housing Trends

Slower housing growth

There were 4,655 new housing units created between 1990 and 200%seing an overall gmth

rate of more than 20%, which was considerably higher than population growth of 9% during the same
period. This is likely due to the increasing number of smaller households that had been forming over
those decades.

al t / Q&ctidniN&idgest an inease to 24,223 and 25,932 units by 2020 and 2030, respectively,
which would translate into a growth rate of 9.0% and 16.7%, respectively, since 2@uch
projections are likely high given past rates of development according to baidpermit activity with
only 226 units produced between 2010 and 2Q¥8presenting growth of only 1%

Based on projected growth through about March 2020, when the census figures are typically compiled,
that is informed by building permit activity andpeline development, iis likely that the yearound
housing figure will increase from 22,135 units to no more than about 23,000 units, which would suggest
an increase in the annual housing production goal to about 115 units per year. It would alsdrresult
the City coming ver close to the 10% affordability goal, at about 9.9%, assuming no furthefffalf
expiring use units and the development of the potential projects listed under Section 3.3.

Comparable level of owneoccupancy to Essex County ati state

Of the 22,2D total housing units in 2010, Peabody had 22,135 yeand unit$ of which 21,313 or
95.9% were occupied. Of the occupied units, 13,988 or 65.5% were -@eoepied and the remaining
7,325 units or 34.4% were renteccupied. Thee figures represent dy a slightly higher level of
owner-occupancy to that of Essex County as a whole, where 63.8% of the units were-@xenered,
and the state as well with a 62.4% level of ownecupancy.

3The yearound figure is the one used under Chapter 40B for determining tl§é affordability goal and annulbusing
production goals.It is calculated by subtracting the seasonal oras@mnal units (85) from the total number of units (22,220).
I
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Continuing increases in rental unitsd diversity of the housig stock

Peabody experienced an increase of 2,408 rental units in comparison to 1,503-ovaugried units
between 1990 and 2017, which has pedl diversify the housingtockand serve a wider range of local
housing needsMoreover, wits in larger multfamily structures of ten or more units increased
substantially, more than douinlg in number between 2000 and 2010, but decreasing somewhat
according to 2017 census estimates.

Mobile homes continue to be a significant and relativefpralable segmentof fFed 2 R& Qa K2 dza Ay
however, such units declined from 1,066 units in 1990 to 590 by.20%& current number of mobile

homes is 742. The City should continue to focus on how to improve and protect this important
inventory.

Cortinuing low vacancy rags

The vacancy rate was only 1.0% for ownership and a bit higher for rentals at 5.190jrh@@&ver
according to census estimates the homeownership rate remained about the same and the rental rate
declined to less than 1% by 201&ny rate of less thab% represents very tight market conditions.

Housing costs remain high

PyEA1S Ylye O02YYdzyAdASa Ay GKS /2YY2ysSItiKTZ t8S
recession levels in terms of both median sales prices and numbsale$.The median singtamily

home price is high at $4,000 as oNovember2018. A household would have to earn approximately
$98,188based on 80% mortgage financing to afford this pficEhe median condo price wa835,000

requiring an income of alhd $31,878with a 20% dwn payment.

Concerning rentals, the $166 gross rent identified in the 20lcensus estimates would require an
income of about $7,6400 F a SR 2y &LISYyRAYy3A y2 Y2NB G(KIFyammr: 27
average monthly utity costs of $175. Thiscome level is much higher than the median income of
renter households of 30,912 Alsomarket listingswvere typically well above this median rent levath

lower priced listings for twdbedroom apartments of about $1,750, clogeHUD Fair Market RegFMR)

limit of $1,740 and requiring an income of about $77,000, higher than the median household income of
$65,085

Decreasingaffordability of the singlefamily housing stock

Based on City assessmeratsd calculated affordable mes there were only %0 singlefamily homes
affordable to those earning at or below 80% AMI, down from 388 in 2011. Condos were generally more
affordable with 428 or 15.5% affordable to those earning at or below the 80% AMI range while half were
likely affordable to those eating between the 80% and 100% limits.

Increasingcost burdens

A HUD report estimates that of the 21,650 total households living in Peabody, 38% or 8,195 were
spending too much on their housingefined as more than 30% of income¢cluding 17% or 3,705
households spending more than half their income on housing costs.

4 Based on interest rate d§.0%, 30year fixed mortgage term, 2018 property tax raté $11.01 per thousand,
insurarce of $6 per thousand forrgjle-family homes and $4 per thousand for condo25@ monthly condo fees,
the purchaser spending 30% of income on housing costs8&¥tdfinancing
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This report also indicated that #ire were 10,78Mouseholdspr about half of all households/ho were
earning at or below 80% median family income (MFI) and niigtgligible for housingssistance based

on income aloné. Of these households, 6,730 or 62.4% were spending more than 30% of their income
on housing including 3,525 or ottleird spending more than half on housing costs.

Wideningaffordability gaps

Sonificant gaps remain le/een what most current residents can afford and what housing is available.

In the case of the singamily home, there is a gap of $145,000, the difference between what the
median income earning household could afford of $286,(fked on 80% financip@nd the median

price of $431,000. A few years agbere was no affordability gap as the median income earning
household could afford an estimated $304,000 in 2012, higher than the median house price of $300,000
at the time It s important to note tha the upfront cash requirements for the down payment and
closing costs in effect substantially add to the affordability gap, particularly in the case of 80% financing,
translating into as much as $95,000 in the case of a $431,00thase. Credit checks r@ another
challenge for purchasers.

In regard to condos, the affordability gap is $76,000, the difference between what the median income
earning household can afford, or $249,000 (based on 80% financingjh@mdedian priced cona of
$325,000.

An dfordability gap for rentals can also be calculated as the difference between what a median income
earning household can afford, or $1,452, and the median rent of $1,266. Consequently, there is no
affordability gap. However, the nd@an income earning réar household with an income of $39,912
could afford a rent of about $828nd thusthe gap would be $443.

Peabody remains a vibrant community and desirable place to move to, to work in and to raise children.
The City is also welhaad of most communitiein the Commonwealth in regard to providing affordable
K2dzzaAy3a FyR LINRY2GAYy3 aaYIFINLIé¢ f1FyR dzaS LI GGSNYya
0SSy 3AINRgAYy3I:Z fFNBSte& 2dziaiARS 27 (oii6conditidhs & O2y
dty cannot afford to be complacent.

This HousingProduction Planprovides the tools for the City to make progress on reducing the
affordability gap. Through a range of strategies including zoning changes, partnerships witlpelesvelo
and service proviers, and subsidies, the City can continue to play a meaningful role in promoting
housing options that match people to appropriately priced and sized ynfisoducing housing that
reflects local needs

1.3  Priority Housing Needs

The City intends to contime its focus on increasing the supply of housing at a variety of levels of
affordability, including both rental and homeownership options. Many of the existing affordable units
are included in the Subsidized Housing Inven{@#l) summarized in Table-31, orare rented on the
private market through rental subsidy programs that make up the difference between a fair market rent
and what a low or moderatencome household can afford. There are other existing privaielyed

units that, while not subsidiz#, should still be preserved to the greatest extent possible as they provide
some level of relative affordability and help diversify the housing stdokaccomplish thishe City

5 Median family income (MFI) is comparable tea median income (AMI).
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recognizes the importance of workingith private ®ctor stakeholders to dd@se and implement
strategies that preserve and produce a broad range of affordable housing options.

Based on input from a wide variety of sources including demographic, economic and housing
characteristics and trends (Sectioril33.2 and 3.3); theHUD Consolidated Plan for 201219; the
Master Plan; 2013 Housing Production Plan; other prior planning efforts; and community input; the
following priority housing needs have been identified:

9 Increase the number of affordable units
Given the substantial nmbers of residents who are paying too much for their housing and the
gaps between the need and supplyaffordable units there is a pressing need to produce more
suchunits in Peabody. The major obstacle to meeting these undegdeneeds is the gap
between the level of aed and the resources available

Both rental and ownership housing are needed as Peabody should continue to encourage a mix
of housing types in response to diverse housing needs. There is a clear need fouméattdr

those withlaver-LJF @ Ay 3 22064 YLl ye Ay who&&endodntedn@seriodsS NIJ A
difficulty finding housing that they can afford in Peabody. Because state housing subsidy funds
are almost exclusively directed to rental housarglbecause the City placéise highest priority

on meeting the housing needs of its most financially vulnerable citjiziéwis HousingPlan
identifies the creation of new rental units as the top priority.

Efforts to provide starter homes for firsime homebuyers who invest inhe CA G & Qa
neighborhoodsas well as options for empty nesters to downsae also needed. Market
conditions have placed the purchase of homes beyond the financial means of low and
moderateincome households, andwnersneed opportnA G0 A S& (2 ceid tmdiliedzLIE |
grow. Infill development, cluster development, and the redevelopment/reuse of existing
properties in partnership with noprofit organizations and private builders offer the best
options for increasing affordable homeoership opportunities ilrPeabody.

1 Preserve the existing affordable housing stock
Another priority is to preserve existing affordable units, whether they be subsidized or not, to
benefit low and moderaténcome individuals and families. The emphasistidlefore be on
pursuingthe redevelopment and substantial rehabilitation of existing buildings.

While the City can currently count1l®4 units as part of its Subsidized Housing Inventory, these

are only units that meet all of the rigorous standards af $tatec t K S 0 Afadalde! ugits. | F
Most actual affordable units 6 K & Aa O2YY2yfeé NBFTSNNBRar¢i2 | &
unsubsidized and part of the private housing stock. In fact, private landlords are the greatest
provider of affordal® housing in Peabody amany keep rents at artificially low levels to
YEAYGOGFrAyYy 3J22R (Sylydao OFF2NI & (2 KSf LI LINR
units are a priority for the City.

Additionally, many low and moderaiacome homeowners l&csufficient resourcesa properly
maintain their homes and address substandard housing conditions. Investors ofumitilti
properties also need financial support and/or incentives to make necessary repairs.
Improvements should incorporate modification® improve handicapped aessibility and
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eliminate leadbased paint and housing code violations. In some cases, additional funding is
NBIljdZANBR (G2 YFAYGFEAY I LINRPLISNIe&Qa KAadzNRO O

i Prevent homelessness
Providing stable and affordable oppartities for those trangioning out of shelters or special
programs remains a very high priority as everyone has a right to a decent and stable home.

¢ KS / A ivéanCGonsaida@d Pldor 20152019, as required by HUD for federal funding,
emphasizesthat homelessnessremains a problem within the North Shore regiohe
Consolidated Plan also points out that the lowest income households, particularly those earning
at or below 30% AMI and spending too much for housing, are frequently living in ovelextow
and substandard coritions that are only providing sheterm housing solutions. The number of
those in this situation, who are most-gsk of homelessness, is significant and growing.

Based on annual housing production goals d ddits per yea, based on projected ya-round housing
units when 2020 census figures are releagbd,followinghousing goals by priority neete proposed:

1 90% of affordable units produced would involve increasing the number of affordable units and
10% for preservig the existing housingtock.

1 Of the 104unit new affordable housing construction go@% of the units would be targeted
for rentals with the remaining@% as firstime homeownership units.

1 Of the 3 projected new rental unitgproduced annually about half would be directed a
seniors, single individuals, persons with disabilities, or those who are homeless or at risk of
homelessness. The other half would be targeted for families.

Table 336 provides these goals on an annual angear basis.

1.4  Summary of Housing Produabin Goals

The state administers the Housing Production Program that enables cities and towns to adopt an
affordable housing plan thatharts annual housingroduction 0f0.50% over one year or 1.0% over two

years of its yearound hausing stock eligible foinclusion in the Subsidized Housing Inventotythe

state certifies that the locality has complied with annual production goals, the City may be able, through

its Zoning Board of Appeals, to deny comprehensive permit applicativet it considers to b
inappropriate or unresponsive to local housing neédBeabod a | yy dzr f K2 dzaAstd LINR
least 111 affordable units, a formidable challenge, and housing growth will continue teutritree 10%
affordability threshaodl and annual productiogoal.

6 1f acommunity has achieved cdiitation within 15 days of the opening of the ldtearing for the comprehensive permit, the

ZBA shall provide written notice to the applicant, with a copy to DHCD, that it considers that & afethi@a permit or the

imposition of conditions or requirernts would be consistent with local needs, the gnds that it believes have been met, and

the factual basis for that position, including any necessary supportive documentation. If the applisia@s$ vo challenge the

%. | Gértiort, @ must do so by priding written notice to DHCD, with a copy to tAgA, within 15 days of its receipt of the

Y%, 1 Qad y20A0SzE AyOtdzRAY3A Fyeé R20dzyYSyidl GA2y ( deddbgtdinipas A Ga L
and issuea decision within 30 days @& receipt of all materials. The ZBA shall heheeburden of proving satisfaction of the

grounds for asserting that a denial or approval with conditions would be consistent local needs, gravadever, that any

failure ofthe DHCD to issue tamely decision shall be deemed a determination in favéttee municipality. This procedure

shall toll the requirement to terminate the hearing within 180 days.
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LG aK2dzZ R 0SS y2GSR GKIFd GKS aidlriSQa adzwaARAT AyS
that provides more guidance to localities concerning housing opportunities for families with children
and are now requiringhat at least 10% of #h units in affordable production developments that are
funded, assisted or approved by a state housing agency have three or more bedrooms with some
exceptions (e.g., agestricted housing, assisted living, supportive housing fdk i@A Rdzt £t &> { wh Q:

1.5 Summary of Housing Strategies

The strategies summarized in Tabld &re based on previous plans, reports, studies, the Housing Needs
Assessment, local housing goals, public forums, and the experience of other comparakiledanghe

area and tlhoughout the Commonwealth. They are divided into those that help bolster local capacity to
promote affordable housing as well as those that address priority housing needs. They are also
categorized according to projected timefranier implementation. Moreover, he strategies reflect
state requirements that ask communities to address a number of major categories of strategies to the
greatest extent applicablé.Also, while a major goal of this Plan is to once again exceed theSs1di#o

goal under Chapte 40B, another important goal is to serve the range of local housing needs.
Consequently, there are instances where housing initiatives might be promoted to meet community
needs that will not necessarily result in the inclusiommits in the Subsidizedousing Inventory.

It is also important to note that these strategies are presented as a package for the City to consider,
prioritize, and process, each through the appropriate regulatory channdisteover, the proposed
actionspresent opportunities tqudiciously invest limited local funding to build local capacity, modify or
create new local zoning provisions, and subsidize actual unit produttidieverage other necessary
resources such garedevelopment funding and/or sdalies to fill the gap btween total development

costs and affordable rent or purchase prices.

7Massachusetts General Law Chapter 408, CMR 56.03.4.
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Table 11: Summary of Housing Strategies

Strategies

Priority for

Implementation

In Years 12

In Years &

# Affordable
Units

Respmsible
Parties**

Strategies That Build Local
Capacity To Promote Affordable
Housing

6.1.1Considerstablistingand capitalimgan
Affordable Housing Trust Fund

M/CC

6.1.2 Conduct ongoing communibytreach
andeducation

M/PHT/PB etc.

Strategies That AddredBriority
Housing Needs

Priority Need #1: Increase the number
of affordable units

6.2.1 Consider modifyinghe inclusionary
zoningordinance

20

PB

6.22 Pursue 40R/40S Smart Growth
Zoning and other overlay district

50

PB/PHT

6.23PR2 Y2 (S & F NanS ¢fterf48B
development

165

M/ZBA

6.24 Make suitable public property
available for affordable housing

32

M/CC/PHT

6.25 Promote nontraditional housing
models

148

PB/PHT

6.26 Consider changes tduster
development ordimnce

(9 included
Under 6.2.6)

PB/PHT

Priority Need #2: Preserve the
existing affordable housing stock

6.2.7 Monitor and maintain SHI units

6.2.8 Continue fundingHousing
Rehalilitation efforts

75

M/CC

6.29 Convert existing housingtiong
term affordability

16

M/PHT

Priority Need #3: Prevent Homelessness

6.2.11 Provide funding to fight
homelessness

X

M/CC

* Indicates actions for which units are counted under other specifisimy productiorstrategies, have an indirec
impact on production, do not add to the Subsidized Housing Inventory, or cannot be counted towards production

goals.
**Abbreviations
Mayor = M

City Council = CC

Planning Board = PBProposed Housing TrustPHT
Community Presrvation Committee = CPZoning Board of Appeals = ZB#ilding Inspector = Bl
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2. INTRODUCTION

2.1  Background and Purpose of Project

The City of Peabody is strategically located 18 miles north of Boston at the intersection of sejeral
highways icluding Route 128, Route dnd 195. TheCty is bordered by Lynnfield on the west,
Middleton and Danvers on the north, Salem on the east, and Lynn on the south. Given its strategic
location, Peabody has historically been the major empient center of he North Shore, transitiong

FNRY 2yS 2F (KS 62NIRQa 3INBIG fSFGKSNI LINRE RdzOS N,
Centennial Industrial Park, North Shore Mall and Downtown.

In regard to housing, Peabody is home to a strongdsing authoritythat owns hundreds of affodable

units and administers many rental subsidy vouchers. Nonprofit organizations and private developers
have also actively participated in the affordable housing market, contributing hundreds of more units.
While Peabody incrased its overall percentagef affordable units from 7.6% to 10.8% of the total
K2dzaAy3a at201 Ay GKS traid RSOFRSTE dzZLJRFGSR K2dza A
of affordability down to %%, once again making th@ty susceptible to uwanted Chapter 40B
comprehersive permit projects.

Despite local progress in the creation of affordable housing, it is clear that more housing options in
Peabody and the region are needeghd City policies continue to reflect a dediaati to increasing

housing opportunities for abegments of the population. For example, midinily housing is allowed

by right in several zoning districts, and several large parcels in the Downtown have been rezoned to
accommodate additional residentidevelopment. Anther integral componentof§ S / AG& Q& | FF
housing policy is the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinamcmpted inDecember 02004, that requiresthe
integration of affordable housing in all projects of eight units or more.

This Housing Productiora® representsan effort to update a Housing Needs Assessment and Strategy
that wasprepared andapproved in 200&nd another Housing Production Plapproved by the statén

2013 to guide futureaffordable housinglevelopment. T Plan will provide aorntinuingroadmap for
policies, projets, initiatives, and regulatory changes that will help Peabody create more affordable
housing opportunities to support a diverse population.

2.2  What is Affordable Housing?

Affordable housingsometimes referred to asubsidized housingr community hosing,is defined by

the income of the household in comparison to housing costs. For example, the federal government
identifies units as affordable & household is paying no more th&Y% ofits income on housing,
whether for ownership orental. If households are paying more thanishthreshold, they are described

as experiencing housing affordability problems or cost burdens; and if they are paying 50% or more for
housing,they have severe housingost burdens A detiled analysis of ffordability is included in
Section3.3.5.

Affordable housing is also defined according to its availability to households at percentages of median
income for the area, and most housing subsidy programs are targeted to particular inemges
depending pon programmatiqyoals. Extremely losvmcome housing is directed to those earning at or
below 30% of area median income (AMI) as defineduallyby the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Developmen{HUD)and very lowincome is defied as households eaing between 3% and
50%AMI. Lowincome generally refers to the range between 51% and 80%
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A summary of income limits is included in Table. Peabodyis part of the Boston, MAIH Metro Area
that includes a considerable numbof communitiesn the Greater Bston area, includingome inNew
Hampshireand extending down to the south coastal aredle mapbelowshowsthis extensive area.

Table 21: HUD Income Limits for the BostgdambridgeQuincy, MANH HUD Metropolitan

Area 2018
# Persons in | 30%AMI 50% AMI 80% AMI 100% AMI 120% AMI
Household * *k
1 $22,650 $37,750 $56,800 $75,460 $90,552
2 $25,900 $43,150 $64,900 $86,240 $103,488
3 $29,150 $48,550 $73,000 $97,020 $116,424
4 $32,350 $53,900 $81,100 $107,800 $129,360
5 $34,950 $58,250 $87,600 $116,424 $139,709
6 $37,550 $62,550 $94,100 $125,046 $150,055
7 $40,150 $66,850 $100,600 $133,672 $160,406
8+ $42,750 $71,150 $107,100 $142,296 $170,755

Source: U.S. Department of Hougiand Urban Development (HUD),

*Figuresprovided by the Comunity Preservabn Coalition
**Based on 12% of 100% figures.

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH CBA

Grafton carroll
- a Legend
livan Benep P Area Included In CBA
T || Metro Statistical Area
Merrimack DR
New Hampshire
[N,

_\k Hillsborough

Ch\EIsh ire

Sl g

Windham
Providence

Connecticut

8 40

8
Hiles KeNt

Source of Report: Competitive Bidding Implementation Contractor (CBIC)
Run Date: 7/18/2011

In general, programshat subsidize rental
units are typicallytargeted to households
earning below 50% and/or 60% AMI with
some lower income requireants at the
30% AMI dvel. Firsttime homebuyer
projecd | YR ((GKS
comprehensive permit program typically
apply income limits of upgo 80% AMI.
Income limits under the Community
Preservation Act (CPA) are up to 100%
AMI. This CPA funding has been adopted in
more than 170 commnities across e
state to support open space preservation,

historic preservation, recreation and
community housing activities through a
local property tax surcharge, also

leveraging state funding. Some further
income thresholds refeto workforce units

for those earnig up to 120% AMI for
example but still priced out of a good
portion ofthe local housing market.

A common definition of affordable housing
relates to the Chapter 40B comprehensive
permit program. The state established
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legislation for pronoting affordable housing under the Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law
(Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40Blis legislation allows developers to override local zoning

if the project meets certain requirements, the municipalitgs less than 10%f its yearround housing

stock defined as affordable in its Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI), or housing production goals and
other statutory requirements are not met. Specifically, all SHI units must meet the following criteria:

1. Peamanent units sbsdized by an eliple state or federal prograrar approved by a subsidizing
agency

2. At least 25% of the units must be affordable to those earning at or below &@% median
income AMI) or 20% must be affordable to those earning at oldve50% AMI.

3. Subjet to a longterm deed restriction limiting occupancy to incoredéigible households for a
specified period of time.

4. Subject to an Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Plan.

Of the22,135yearround housing units ifPeabody 2,104 or 95% neet the Chapter 40Bequirements

and thus have been determined to be affordable by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts as part of the
SHI. This means that tl@ity has a gap of onl{10 affordable units to reach the 10% affordability
threshold under Chapted40B andthus no longerbe suscepible to zoning overrides by comprehensive
permit applications that are determined to be inappropriate and do not meet local needs. Housing
growth will drive the 10% goal upwards, as adjusted by each decennial censudheagfdbre it is a
moving target.

Even when theCity surpasses the Chapter 40B threshdfabody will still have considerable unmet
housing needs as documented in Section 3.4. Additioriaycomprehensive permit process can be an
efficient permitting tool and has bee used effectivly in communities that are beyond the 10%
affordability threshold.

2.3  Housing Goals and Challenges
The 2002 Master Plan introduced the following vision for the City:

The City of Peabody shall continue to be a vibaat balanced commuty in which tolive and
work. The City shall strive to improve the quality of life for all the residents by proviciixgoh
housingand transportation options and superb natural, cultural and recreational amenities. City
policies kall continue to spport a varietyof land uses and a strong economic base in order to
ensure stability in the community.

¢KS YAE 2F K2dzaAy3a 2LIA2ya A& FdzNIHKSNI F NI AOdz | i
ensure that a full range dfiousing options exts for all Peabdy residents and families regardless of
income level, physical ability, and ag&he Master Plan also identified three (3) main housing policy
areas that included:

8 Chapter 774of the Acts of 1969 estaklied the Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Lawsgdtdusetts
General Laws Chapter 40B) to facilitate the developmenaffifrdable housing for lowand moderateincome
households (defined as arpousing subsidized by the fed#ror state government undeany program to assist in

the construction of low or moderateincome housing for those earning less than 80% of median income) by
permitting the state to override local zoning and other restrinBoin communities where lessah 10% of the
yearround howsing is subsidized for lovand moderateincome howseholds.
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1. Preservation and improvement of the existing housitwck to maintain dbrdable units ad to
upgrade living conditions and property values.

2. Development of new units to meet state housing goals.

3. Use of regulations to encourage and support affordable housing.

These goals and policiesntinue toprovidethe context for the stategies thatare recommended in tfs
Housing Production Plan, addressing the diverse housing needs in the community as summarized in
Section 1.3 above and detailed in Sectio#. 3These strategies witbbntinue toprovide a blueprint to

help Peabody go ly®nd the state 0% affordable housing goal, presenting a proactive housing agenda
of Citysponsored initiatives. Also, if the City meets the annual goal of producing 111 units or reaches
the 10% affordability threshold, it will have tlaility to deny umvanted Chapter @B developments.

While there is a demonstrated commitment to producing affordable housing in Peabody, the City also
recognizes thabbstacles to new development exibat will challenge new initiatives. Such challeng
include the limied amount of deelopable property, zoning, community perceptions, limited public
transportation, infrastructure, and available funding (see Section 4 for details).

In summary, gaps remain between what many current or new residentaffar and the hosing that

is avdlable. Children who grew up in the community are now facing the possibility that they may not be
able to return to raise their own families locally. Leagm residents, especially the elderly, are finding
themselvesdss able to maintai their homes ad keep up with increased housknglated costs bure

also hardpressed to find alternative housing the communitythat better meets their current lifestyles.
Families are finding it more difficult tafford homeowneship. City employes and employeesf the

local businesses continue to be challenged in locating housing that is affordable in Peabody. More
housing options are required to meet these local needs.
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3. HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

This Housing Need#\ssessment presentsan overview of current demographic and housing
characteristics and trends for thaty of Peabody, providing the context within which a responsive set of
strategies can be developed to address identified housing needs and meet prodgatits.

3.1  Demograhic Profile

It is important to closely examine social and economic characteristics, particularly past and future
trends, in order to understand the composition of the population and how it relates to current and
future housing needskey questions to beddressed inclug the following:

What have been the historical growth trends in the community?

What are the ramifications of increases and decreases of various age groups in regard to
housing needs?

1 What are the variations in househoklze and types ohouseholds thatsuggest unmet or
greater housing needs?

T
T

These and other issues are discussed in the following section. In essence, major findings indicate that
for the past several decades the population has continued to grow, #8889 in 1990 t052610 by

2017, with declines in younger residents and significant gains in older ones, as well as increases in
smaller households. The population is projected to awmi to grow toan estimated55,091residents

by 2030 according to the Meipolitan Area Plaming Council (MRC) representing a 7.5% rate of
growth since 2010 Howeverthose over 65 are estimated to grdwy 55%during this same period.

3.1.1 Population Growthg Slower recentpopulation growth with significant projected incrases

As noted in Thle 31, Peabod@a LJ2LJdzA | GA2Yy 3INBg GSNE atz2¢te TN
between 1950 and 1970 when the population more than doubled in size, from 22,645 to 48,080
residents. The next decade saw a 4.6% decrease in populatigdnasshown in Figer 3-1, the
population increased steadily but relatively more slowly after that with a total growth rate of 9.0%
between 1990 and 2010 t61,251residents Census estimategsom the American Community Survey
suggest a 2.7% increase aftiiat to 52,610 reglentsin 2017 City records indicate a population of
52,474 as of October 2018, very close to the 2017 census estimate.

Table 31: Population Change, 1930 to 201

Year | Total Population Change in Number Percentage Change
1930 21,345 -- --
1940 21,711 366 1.7%
1950 22645 934 4.3%
1960 32,202 9,557 42.2%
1970 48,080 15,878 49.3%
1980 45,976 -2,104 -4.6%
1990 47,039 1,063 2.3%
2000 48,129 1,090 2.3%
2010 51,251 3,122 6.5%
2017 52,610 1,359 2. %%
City Records as ¢ 52474 -136 -0.3%
October 2018

Saurce: U.S. Cens Bureau, Census Summary File 1 and University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute State Data
Center 2013-2017 American Community Survey¥ear Estimatefeabody A G& / f SN} Qa hTF¥FAOS

Peabody HosingProduction Plan Pagel5



Population projections from the Metrpolitan Area Planmig Council (MAPEL Z

t S|

02ReéQa

planning agency, estimate that the population will continue to grow to 53,032 by 2020 and 55,091 by
2030, representing a 7.5% rate of growth since 20Ihis is based on their more conservative grow

scenario. The $ate Data Centet- (i
growth to 57,487 residents by 2020 and 60(Bby 2030, reflecting an 18% growth rate since 2010.
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Figure 3-1: Population Change 1950to 2017
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3.1.2 Racialand EthnicCompositionc Small butgrowing minority and foreigr-born population

Table 32 presents data on the racial distribution of the population in Peabody. While the number and
percentage of minority residents have increased significanttpm 1,514 residents in 1990, to 4,933 by
2010, and 5,430in 2017 ¢ minority residents still comprise onlgbout 10% of the populationhalf the

level forMassachusetts anfissex County! adzo adF yaAlF €t LER2NIA2Y 2F t S|
or Hispanic heritage, increasing from 2.9% of theydation in 1990 td9.3% accordindgo 2017 census
estimates.
Table 32: Racial and Immigrant Information, 1990 to 201

1990 2000 2010 2017
Affiliation | # % # % # % # %
Minority pop| 1,514 | 3.2 2,925 6.1 4,933 9.6 5,430 10.3
Black or 570 1.2 466 1.0 1,206 24 1,776 34
African
Amelican
Asian 509 1.1 667 1.4 956 1.9 722 14
Hispanic/ 1,346 | 2.9 1,651 3.4 3,212 6.3 4,919 9.3
Latino **
Other *** 414 0.9 1,735 3.6 2,680 5.2 2,841 5.4
Foreign Bor| 5,353 | 11.4 5,411 11.2 6,670 13.2 8,281 157
Source: U.S. Census BureaG@ensus 1990, 20 and 2010and American Community SurveyY®ar Estimates
2013201 7*All non-White classificatios
FF [FdAYy2 2N I AALIYAO 2F | yé NIOSo FFF ¢KS ahiKSNE

Hawaians and other Pafic Islanders a well as those of two (2) or more races.
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There has also been a substantial increase in forean residents in recent yearfrom 11.4%of all
residents in 1990 to 15.7% by 2017. These residents are split fairily ék@m coming fron Europe and

Lain America at 44.7% and 38.3%, respectively. It is also worth noting that almost half of all residents
claimed Irish or Italian ancestry at 23.7% and 21.9%, respectively.

3.1.3 Age Distribution¢ Decreasing younger papation but growing numbers of midde-aged and
older residents

Census data regarding changes in th& (ageCstributionis provided in Table-3 from 1990 to 2017
and visually presented in Figure23 In general, there were significant declines ie ylounger age
categories and majogains in the older ones as summarized bebowd as demonstrated in the increase
in median age fron36.1yearsin 1990 to 443 in 2017

Table 33: Age Distribution, 1990 to 204
Age Range | 1990 2000 2010 2017
# % # % # % # %
Under 5 Yeary 2,993 | 6.4 2,805 [ 5.8 |[2,493 |49 3,026 |5.8
5¢17 Years | 6,987 | 149 |7911 [16.4 | 7,289 | 14.2 6,139 | 117
18¢ 24 Years| 4,432 | 9.4 2,962 [ 6.2 (3,742 |73 4,898 |9.3

25¢ 34 Years| 8,326 | 17.7 5957 | 124 | 5,799 | 113 6,834 | 13.0
35¢ 44 Years| 7,033 | 150 8,207 | 17.1 | 6,583 | 12.8 5829 |11.1
45¢54 Years| 5,364 | 11.4 6,956 | 14.5 | 8,152 | 15.9 6,934 | 13.2
55¢ 64 Years| 5,248 | 11.2 4,933 | 10.2 | 6,673 | 13.0 7,962 |15.1
65¢ 74 Years| 4,111 | 8.7 4,366 | 9.1 4,429 | 8.6 5167 | 9.8
75¢ 84 Years| 1,935 [ 4.1 3,052 | 6.3 3,963 | 7.7 3,286 6.2
85+ Years 609 1.3 980 2.0 2,128 | 4.2 2,535 | 4.8

Total 47,039 | 100.0 | 48,129( 100.0| 51,251 | 100.0 | 52,610 | 100.0
Under 18 9,980 | 21.2 10,716| 22.3 | 9,782 | 19.1 9,165 |17.4
Age 65+ 6,655 | 14.1 8,398 | 17.4 | 10,520 | 20.5 10,988 | 20.9

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,9081.990, 2000 and010and America Community Survey-Bear
Estimates 2012017

Major demographic shifts included:

9 Declining population of children
The number and proportion of children under age 18 decline®.0§o over the past several
decades, frm 21.2% of the poplation in 1990to an estimated17.4% by 2017 despite an
overall increase 0f1.8% in the total population.

9 Fluctuationsin collegeage residents
Young residents in the 18 to &e range decreased by 15.6% between 1990 and 201@, fro
4,432 residentsd 3,742 The 2Q7 census estimates suggest that this population surprisingly
increased to 4,898 residents or 9.3% of the population, comparable to the 9.4% level in 1990.

1 Young adults demonstratechd 86 decline in population
Youngeradults in the famy formation sta@e of their lives, the 25 to 3dge rangedecreased
significantly between 1990 and 2010, dropping to 11.3% of the population in 2010 from 17.7%
in 1990, and from 8,326 to 5,799 resident¥he 2017 census estimates irale a significant
increase in thigge group to 6,834 residents and 13% of the population.
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9 Fluctuations in younger middbege residents
Those age 35 to 4#hcreasedbetween 1990 and 2000 to 8,207 residents or 17.1% of the
population and then decreased 2010 and further in2017 to 6,583 ad 5,829 residents,
respectively, comprising 12.8% and 11.1% of all residents.

1 Increases iwldermiddle-age residents
Those in thet5 to 64-age range, many of the baby boomer generation, increased #21®%6 of
the population in 1990 to28.9% by 2010.The 2017 census estimates suggestne decline in
the 45 to 54 age group but continuing increases in those age 55 toF&4t of the baby boom
generation was spilling into the older age categories by 2010 as those ag#b5 to 64 rang
increased fromL0.2% in 200(0 13.0% by 201,0and up furtherto 15.1% by 2017

Figure 3-2: Change in Age Distribution 1990, 2000and 2017
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1 Substantial upsurge in the population 65 years or older
The number of those 65 years of age and older grew by 58% between 1990 and 2010, from
6,655 0 10,520 residentswhile the popuhtion as a whole increased by only 9.0%. Of particular
note were the frail elderly of at least age 85 who increased by 249% during these decades. The
2017 census estimates suggest further increases of older adults, 288 @esidents an@0.9%

of the population.

The baby boom generation wil
O2yGAydzS G2 R
demographic composition ove
the next couple of decades i
tandem with continuing losseq
of family households and

children.

Table 34 offers population projections by age category for
2030, comparingopulation projectiongo 2010 census results.
Two of these projections werer@pared by the Metropolitan
Area Planning Council (MBRt S 0 2 rBgiofali planning
agency. ThedStatus Qué projections assume a continuation of
rates of births, deaths, migration and housing occupancy and
estimate a population growth rate of 5%, or by 3,840
residents, by 2030 t65,091residentswith continuing shifts in
the age distriltion. For example, those under the age of 20

are predicted to decrease fro@1.1%to 17.7% of the total population, representing &% population

loss ofl,094residents

Peabody HoagingProduction Plan

Pagel8



The projections further suggessignificant
increases of those ithe 35 to 44 ragewith | These projectedpopulation changes sugges
modest decreases in the 25 to 34, 45 to 5¢@the need for housing alteratives to
and 55 to 64 age categories. accommodate the increasing population d
seniors, such as more handicapps
Those over 65 are estimated to increase from accessibility, housing with supportive service
20.9% of all residents in 2010 t@9.3%6 by | gnq ynits without substantial mainteance
.203(.)’ representing a gain &, 741 residents demands. Additionallyto maintain a diverse
in this older age categry. . :
population, more affordable starte housing
MAPC als provides & { (i NB y 3 $aJ CPREIHNgs, to  attract young adults,
projections based on the following Including young familiesshould be promoted
assumptions: both as rentals and firstime homeownership.
1 The region will attract and retair
more people, especially young adults, than it does today;
1 Younger households (born after 1980) will be madined toward urba living than tkeir older
counterparts and less likely to choose to live in sifighaily homes; and
1 An increasing share of older adults will choose to downsize from diaglidy homes to
apartments or condominiums.

These projectionsuggest an increasm total populdion to 57,337 residents by 203@epresenting a
IANRPGOGK NIGS 2F mMw: 0S06SSy Hnwmn disygeRtimateitbantiose ¢ KS
under age 20 will decline to 17.8% of the population, about the same ledel ( KS &4 G G dz
estimates andstill representing a net loss of 642 children in this age range from the 2010 census count.
Besides children, there were some modest decreases in the 20 to 34 and 45 to 64 age groups with those
age 35 to 44 predicted tmérease somewhaduring this period

Table 34: ProjectedAge Distribution, 2010 Census and 2030 Projections
2010 Census MAPC Status MAPC Strongr | State Data Centg

Age Range Quo Region 2030 Projections
Projections Projections
# % # % # % # %
Unde 5 Yearg 2,493 4.9 2,503 4.5 2,633 4.6 2,598 | 4.3
5¢19 Years | 8,336 16.3 7,232 13.1 7,554 13.2 8,069 13.3
20¢ 24 Years| 2,695 5.3 2,015 3.7 2,141 3.7 2,214 3.7

25¢ 34 Years| 5,799 11.3 5,720 10.4 6,180 10.8 6,190 | 10.2
35¢ 44 Years| 6,583 12.8 7,758 14.1 8,336 14.5 7,884 | 13.0
45¢ 54 Years | 8,152 15.9 7,027 12.8 7,330 12.8 7,506 | 12.4
55¢ 64 Years| 6,673 13.0 6,575 11.9 6,730 11.7 7,217 | 11.9

65¢ 74 Years| 4,429 8.6 7,788 14.1 7,896 13.8 7,846 | 13.0
75¢ 84 Years| 3,963 7.7 5,433 9.9 5,441 9.5 6,141 | 10.2
85+ Years 2,128 4.2 3,040 5.5 3,006 5.4 4,835 | 8.0
Total 51,251 100.0 | 55,091 100.0 57,337 | 100.0 | 60,500 | 100.0
Under 20 10,829 21.1 9,735 17.7 10,187 | 17.8 10,667 | 17.6
Age 65+ 10,520 20.5 16,261 29.5 16,433 | 28.7 18,822 | 31.1

Source:U.S. Census Bureal1d, Metropolitan Aea Planning Cowil (MAPCand State Data Center of
the University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute
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' v R S NJStibfigér Reégiohi S & i Ahose (6% yedrs of age or older are estimated to grow to
16,433 residents by 2030 from 10,520in 2010,to comprise almost 2% of all residents This
representsa growth rate of56%

These projected demographic shifts
80% | Figure 3-3: Population Change Comparison, 2010-2030 are further presented in Figure-3
70% | comparing projections foPeabody
to other regional urban centersn
the state, the North Shae Task
Forcesubregion? and MetroBoston

60% —

50% —

40% w— TVPP from 2010 to 2030.  Estimates
30% = = . munder>  gyggest  that Peabody  will
° 55% ag 3 y )
20% | Over 65 experience a somewhat higher
0% B increase in total populatiogrowth;
7% 5% 1% 5% less of alossin children under 15
0%
N L B || years of age:ompared tothe North
-10% Shore subregion; and, while
20% --Peabody — Regional Urban Ctr — NSTF—Metro Boston substantia] less of anincrease in

those overage65¢ KS&S LINRP2SOdGA2ya NS o6FlaSR 2y al!lt/ Qa af

TheState Data Center i G KS | yYAGSNERAGE 2F alaal OKdzaSdiiaQ 5+
projections as summarizeth Table 24. Thes estimates indiate a population growth rate 018%

between 2010 and 2030 compared 1@% forthea ! t / & { G NB y 3 S Nandv7S%H Xo? i€ T A -
al't/ €{0F Gdza vl the MARE Btn@tésA tReySate Data Cefitrires alsoshow a

marked dedhe in childrerwith all projectiors suggesting levelbetween 17.6% and 17.8% compared to

21.1% in 2010.0n the other end of the age range, the State Data Center also projegs growth in

residents age 65 or older but at a somewlmgher level of 3.1% ascomparedto below 30% under

both MAPCscenarios The age cohorts in between demonstré@te2 YS &AYAf I NAGe G2 GK
wSAA2yEé SalAYIGSE gAGK 2SN LIN22SOdA2ya 2F ydzy
the middle-age rangeof 45 to 64 yeas.

3.14 Household Compositiog Increasing number of smaller households

As shown in Table-3 the number of households increased by 21.#%ween 1990 and 2010,
substantially more than the 9% overall population growtte during the sme period, whichis
correlated to the increasing number of smaller households including nonfamily hous&hblaisgrew
71.4% during this period. The 20tensus estimates indicate that there was only about another 1%
growth in househals since 2010with a decline of fanily households and significant increase
nonfamily ones.

The average household size decreased from 2.65 to 2.38 petsamsgeen 1990 and 201@riven by
RSONBI 484 Ay GKS ydzyoSNJ 2 F ili€sKand ifchedsy A vy -Ree€YRRINBR & (
GOKRIfRF 8 SRé¢ FIYAfASaAasT SaLISOALftfte AyONBlaSa Ay S

® In addition toPeabody,a ! t /Norh Shore Task Force area includes the communities of Beverly, Danvers,
Essex, Gloucester, HamiltopsWwich, Marblehead, Middletoriyahant, Manchester, RockpoiBalem, Swampscott,
Topsfield and Wenham.

10|ncludes individuals and unrelated household members, referred to by the U.S. Census Bureau as nonfamily households.

Peabody HosingProduction Plan Page20



The 2017 census estimates suggestirgrease of average household size to 2.42 persons which is
surprising ad may be questiorale.

MAPC projetionspredictcontinued increases ithe number ofhouseholds to 24,754 by 2030 according
G2 GKS a{iGl Gdza vdz2z¢ LINR ZSOueF\V\E&/%)\ 2t WER  aHQSYCl diNaR 204k & Sdl

indicate more household gwath than populationgrowth at 16.1% y R H noc: oFasSR 2y
FYR G{UGNRBY3ISNI wSIAz2yé¢ a0SylNR2aA NBALISOGADSE &5
respectively.

Table 35: Household Characteristics, 1990 to 201

1990 2000 2010 2017

# % # % # % # %
Total Haiseholds* | 17,556| 100.0 18,581| 100.0 21,313 100.0 21,467 | 100.0
Family Households? 12,937| 73.7 12,981| 69.9 13,396 62.9 13,319 | 62.0
Non-family 4,619 | 26.3 5,600 | 30.1 7,917 37.1 8,148 380
Households **
Female Headed 909 5.2 881 4.7 1,024 48 1,031 4.8
Families with
Children < 18**
Average Household| 2.65/3.13 persong 2.55/3.09 persong 2.38/3.02 persons 2.42/3.10 persons
Family Size

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990, 2000 andrizDA@erican Community Surveyy&ar
Estimates20132017* Percen of total popubtion ** Percent of all households

Table 36 examines the types of households by household &iz@000, 2010 and 2017, all from census
sample data Singleperson households comprised a substantial portion of the patpan, 25.4% of all
households andB4.3% of nonfamily households in 2000, increasing to 30.9% of all households and
84.9% of nonfamily households by 2040d then up to almost onéhird and85%, respectivelyn 2017

It should also be noted thatasedon 2017 census estiates, one-third of all residents over 65 lived
alone. Moreover,28% of the households with childn were headed by one parent (%@ of these
involved single mothers). Large families of five (5) or more persons represented only 7%l of al
households, dowrfrom about 9% irk000 and comparable to 9% for Essex Courithis data further
suggests a need for a greater number of smaller units to accommodate a growing population ef single
person households and smaller families.

Peabody HosingProduction Plan Page21



Table 3-6: Types of Hbuseholds by Si, 2000 to 2017

2000 2010 2017
Households by Type and Si # % # % # %
Nonfamily households 5,600 30.1 7,457 36.4 8,148 38.0
1-person household 4,722 25.4 6,329 30.9 6,898 32.1
2-person household 752 4.0 1,067 5.2 1,122 5.2
3-persm household 68 0.4 61 0.3 113 0.5
4-person household 40 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
5-person household 8 0.04 0 0.0 15 0.1
6-person household 3 0.02 0 0.0 0 0.0
7 or more person househol( 7 0.04 0 0.0 0 0.0
Family households 12,981 69.9 13,057 63.6 13,319 62.0
2-person househal 5,247 28.2 5,230 25.5 5,944 27.7
3-person household 3,104 16.7 3,374 16.4 3,031 14.1
4-person household 2,972 16.0 3,081 15.0 2,881 13.4
5-person household 1,179 6.3 1,130 55 926 4.3
6-person household 347 1.9 121 0.6 345 1.6
7 or more person houskold 132 0.7 121 0.6 192 0.9
Total 18,581 100.0 | 20,514 100.0 21,467 100.0

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 GeS8smmary File 8nd 20B-2010and 20B-2017 American Community
Surveyb-Year Estimates
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3.2 Economic Profile

This section exaines income, employmentducationaland disabilitydata to address the following

guestions:

1 What changes in income levels have occurred and how does this relate to housing affordability?
1 Are there growing incomdisparties among resides?
1 What are thetrends toward educational attainment that can affect employment and housing

opportunities?

T
T

What are the trends involving school enroliment that might impact housing needs?
What proportion of the population is disabled ¢vas other speciaheeds that limittheir

employment options and income?

In general incomes, educational attainment, and economic dispahtgs beerincreasingwvhile school
enroliment has been decreasing, reflecting demographic shifts towards fewdidamnd children

321

Income Dstribution ¢ Largely rising incomes buignificant income disparities

Table 37 presents income datiom 1990 through 2017 This information is also visually presented in
Figure 34. Incomes have increased substatfiti with the median income levelricreasing from $39,800
in 1990 to $64,679 in 2010, only slightly higher than the 2010 state median household income level of

While many in the community
continue to prosper, there are
some who are struggling
financially. For example, bask
on 207 census estimates
about 5,700 households or

26.5% of all householdsarned

less than $5,000

$63,961 at the time. The 2017 census estimates indicate some slight
increase to $65,08%ut stil well behind the state median of
$74,167 Increases in the median household income of 63.5%
between 1990 and 2017 also lag behind the rate of inflation during
this period of about 88%.

This growing prosperity is also indicated in the increasing praport

and numbers othose earning mee than $100,000 annually, going
from 977 households or 5.6% of all households in 1990 to 6,759 and
31.5%, respectively, based on 2017 census estimates. Nevertheless,
Peabody had somewhatlower portion of these higherincome

earning housholds in compdsonto the county andstatewith 36.2% and 37.3% levels, respectively.

Table 37: Income Distribution by Household, 1990 to 201

1990 2000 2010 2017
Income Range # % # % # % # %
Under $10,000 | 1,860 10.6 1,280 6.9 1,203 5.9 1,109 | 5.2
10,00624,999 | 3,375 19.3 2,608 14.0 2,519 12.3 2,884 | 134
25,00034,999 | 2,358 13.5 2,061 11.1 1,812 8.8 1,703 | 7.9
35,00049,999 | 3,501 20.0 2,409 13.0 2,453 12.0 2,353 | 11.0
50,000674,999 | 3,745 21.4 4,023 21.7 4,510 22.0 4,046 | 18.8
75000-99,999 | 1,659 95 2,939 15.8 2,96 14.4 2,613 | 12.2
100,000149,999 827 4.7 2,391 12.9 2,877 14.0 3,868 | 18.0
150,000 + 150 0.9 867 4.7 2,194 10.7 2,891 13.5
Total 17,475 100.0 18,578 100.0 20,514 100.0 21,467 | 100.0
Median income | $39,800 $54,829 $64,679 $65,085

Source: U.S. Census Bzau, Census 1990 and 2000 Summary File 3, andidgane€ommunity Survey 202810

and 201320175-Year Estimates
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Figure 3-4: Change in Income Distribution, 2000, 2010 and
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Table 3-8 provides median income levels for various types of households ii.20Ibt surprisingly,

incomes were highestor men, families, older middle-agehouseholdsand homeowners¢ K S

I AdeéQa

capita income was $24,827 in 2080d increased to $35,163 by 2Q1sbmewhatiower than thecounty

andstate averageof $38,604 ands39,913, resp

ectively

The median incomef families wassubstantially higher than nonfamilies, $85,700 versus $42,286, a
finding highly correlated with the greater prevalence of two worker households in famRetatedto
the lower median incomes of individuals and nonfgmiember householdgvas the 20Y edimate that

44.6%0of these households were renteas opposed t@4.3% d married couples with children.

Moreover, the median income of seniors 65 years of age or older was $440d6t half of the median
for househdds with heads intte 45 to 64 ageange, largely in the prime of their working lives and

earning potential

Table3-8: Median Income by Household Type, 201

Type of Household/Householder

Median Income

Individual/Per capita $35,163
Households $65,085
Families $85,700
Nonfamilies* $42,286

Male fulktime workers $58,624
Female fultime workers $46,364
Renters $39,912
Homeowners $86,644
Householder less than age 25 $26,167
Householder age 25 to 44 $77,260
Householder age 45 to 64 $86,772
Househatler age 65 or more $44,046
Veterars $40,702

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Sulegr Estimates for 2312017.
*Includes persons living alone and unrelated household members.
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Additionally, 8,216 or 38.3% of householdgere obtainingSocial Security begfits with an aerage
benefit of $18446. Another4,998householdseceived some other retirement income representing an
average of 35,664in income. There were 775 recipients of public assistance, averaging only $4,062,
and 2,698 hoseholds were receing Food StampS&NAP benefits.

A comparison of 201@nd 2017incomes for owners and renters isgwided in Table . Besides
income disparities related to age, there are growing disparities related to tenure. For examnupbst a
half of renters earnedess than$35,00 compared to only 16.2% of homeowners. The disparity of
incomes from renters and homeowners is clgatemonstrated bynedian income levels of $36,419 and
$76,158, respectively.

Almost onefifth of all household earned less than $25,d0 including alrast onethird of all renters but

only 11.4% of owner households. While the median income of owners is estimated to have increased by
13.8% between 2010 and 2017, that of renters increased by only 9.6%. Income dispaeti@lso
evidentin that 10.3% ofrenters were earning $100,000 or more, likely renting sivighaily houses,

while 42.6% of owners were dtuded inthis income category growing from 32.7% in 2010.

Table 39: Income Distribution by Owner and Renter Hoelwolds, 2010and 2017

Homeowners Renters

Income Range 2010 2017 2010 2017

# % # % # % # %
Under $10,000 352 2.6 361 2.6 851 12.3 748 9.8
10,00624,999 1,038 7.6 1,224 | 8.8 1,481 215 1,660 21.8
25,00034,999 822 6.0 699 5.0 990 14.3 1,004 13.2
35,000-49,999 1,441 106 1,240 | 9.0 1,012 14.7 1,113 14.6
50,00074,999 3,083 22.7 2,466 | 17.8 1,427 20.7 1,580 20.8
75,00099,999 2,426 17.8 1,963 | 14.2 520 7.5 650 8.5
100,000149,999 | 2,448 18.0 3,208 | 23.2 429 6.2 660 8.7
150,000 + 2,000 14.7 2,693 | 194 194 2.8 198 2.6
Total 13,610 100.0 13,854 | 100.0 6,904 100.0 7,613 100.0
Median income | $76,158 $86,644 $36,419 $39,912

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 22080and 20132017American Community SurvéyYear Estimates

3.2.2 Poverty Statug; Some increasgin poverty, particdarly for children

Table 310 showsthat between 1989 and 201Q@hose living in poverty declined with the exception of
seniorst! The 2017 census estimates suggest a reversal of this trend to a doubling of those in poverty to
5,156 indivduals and almost% of the populdon, which is surprising and may be questionablHis

level of povertyis stilllower thanthose forEssex County and the state as a whole wher&%0and

11.1% of the population lived below the poverty line, respedijv The 2017 censuestimates also
indicate increases in the levels of poverty for families, especially chjlgrewing from 137 children in

2010 to 1,613 in 2017 tmclude17.6% of all residents under the age of O# the other hand, poverty
among seiors 65 years orlder decreasedrdbm 1,031 individuals in 2010 to 780 in 2017, representing
7.1% of all such older residents.

1 The federal poverty levels f@018 were $12,140 for a singledividual and $20,780 fa family of three (3).
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Table 310: Poverty Status, 1989 to 201

Individuals or 1989 1999 2010 2017
Households # % # % # % # %
Individuals * 2,140 4.6 2,631 5.3 2,511 4.9 5,156 9.8
Families ** 493 3.8 481 3.7 442 3.3 999 7.5
Related Children 463 4.7 567 54 137 1.4 1,613 17.6
Under 18 Years***

Individuals 588 9.3 586 7.4 1,031 9.8 780 7.1
65 and Over****

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census, 1980 and 2000 Sumary File 3 and\merican Community Survey 2608
2010,201320175-Year Estimates

3.2.3 Employmentg Diverseand growingworkforce

Peabody has had a relatively strong and diverse economic base, largely the result of its pivotal location
as a gateway to # North Shore aiil KS AYiSNESOUGAZ2Y 2F YI 22N KAIKgI
strategy was the development of two major industrial parks, the-46@& Peabody Industrial Park and
307-acre Centennial Park. There are also several qibekets of indusial development. Peabody is

also a commercial center, home to the North Shore Mall, a thriving downtown and a dense commercial
corridor along Route Xl

Of the 44,548 Peabody residents over the age of 8,3950r about twothirds were in the labor
market and of these 27,806 were employedaccording to 2017 census estimates. This data also
indicated that7,208residentsor 26%worked in the community. It should also be noted thd#® of
workers drove alone to woridown from 85% in @L0), another 79% carpooled(up from 7.5% in 2010)

and 3.6%used public transportatiorfup from 2.3%) The average commuting time wa6é.5 minutes,
suggesting employment opportunities were typically located either in Peabody or nearby on the North
Shore.

The 20¥ census stimates also povide information on the concentration of Peabody workers by
industry, indicating that 38> 2F t SF02R&8Qad 62N]J SNA 6SNB Ayg2f @
occupations and the remainder employed in the lesser payingilrand serviceoriented jobs that

support the local economy including sales and office occupation8%@5service occupation2ad.3%),
production and transportation9(6%), and constructiorv(0%). An estimated®3: 2 F t S 02 R& Q&
force involvedprivate salariedor wage workers, amther 11.7% were government workers, and9%o

were selfemployed.

Detailed labor and workforce data from the state on employment patterns in Peabody is presented in
Table 311. This information shows a growing econolmse with an in@ase in averagemployment

from 23,577 employed workers in 2010 to 24,453 in 2017 as well as an increase in the number of
establishments from 1,488 to 1,677 during this same period. The average weekly wage also increased
from $875 to $95, reflecting annal wages of $48,75 to $51,939. This wage level is significantly lower
GKFy .2aG2yQa Fd PmIZyty LN HSTLI ANBARPHPY >0 SDS NV ¢
wage was $1,256 with Salem at $977 for example.

This data alsoconfirms a mix oEmploymentwith some notable growth in the construction as well as
technical or professional services sectof3f particular note is the increase in establishments and jobs
in the health care and social services industridsere were o significant jobosses in manuaicturing
andwholesale trade and the elimination of any agricultural or fishing jobs.
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Table 311: Average Employment and Wagéy Industry, 201017

# Total Wages | Average Average Weely

Industry Establishments| Employment | Wage

Agricultule, Forestry, Fiing, etc. | 5/0 $843,0000 20/0 $811/0

Construction 149187 $33,526,955 609939 $1,059%1,265
/$61,749,798

Manufacturing 83/79 $204,186,870 2,6462,217 $1,485%$1,582
$182,407,780

Wholesale Trade 86/76 $123,072,794 1,409907 $1,680%$1,676
$79,033,807

Retail Trade 259285 $128,806,864 4,9595,134 $500%$649
$173,382,616

Transportation/Warehousing 49/52 $38,029,691 708/736 $1,033%$1,159
$44,368,930

Information 26/28 $19,266,217 340217 $1,090%1,225
$13,826,067

Finance/Insurance 67/66 $35,749,025 508538 $1,353%$1,893
$52,970,837

Real estate/rental/leasing 38/33 $12,761,218 309283 $794$1,012
$14,894,640

Professional/technical services | 127/130 $70,012,717 1,0331,159 $1,303%$1,525
$91,910,662

Management of 10/7 $23,014,3@/ 319266 $1,387%$2,094

companies/enterprises $28,963,187

Administrative and waste service| 82/84 $38,904,064 1,0121,002 $739%$952
$49,606,443

Health care/social assistance 136/319 $202,636,369 4,1755,097 $933%$1,011
$267,864,762

Arts/entertainment/recreation 8/12 $4,811,752 2721403 $340$346
$7,254,311

Accommodation/food services | 122/139 $51,193,018 2,6162,862 $376%$456
$67,894,810

Other services 214/146 $22,351,407 972/945 $442%$604
$29,663,418

Total 1,4881,677 $1,072,632,50L | 23577/24,453 | $875 $995
$1,264,593,924

Source: Massachusetts Executive Office of Labor and Workforce Developreatmber 2017 Shaded
areas involve industries with average employments of more than 1,000 workers.

Based on state data from the Departnieof Labor and Wdkforce Development, Peabody had an
unemployment rate 02.8% as of October 2018, down considerably fi&i6 in October 2015nd

74% a$l NJ 0 ST2NB @ CKAA NIGS 61 a NBIlowerkthaisSalén a2 Y LI N
3.1% . SPS NI ca®lawenhhnP& 0 2 RE2G%.

3.2.4 Educationg Lower but increasing educational attainment and declining school enrollment

The educational attainment of Peabody residents has improved over the last couple of decades. In 2010,
89.9%o0f those 25 yearsral older had a iyh school diploma or higher and 30.7% had & OK S 2 NQ
degree or higherabout the same as reported in 2017, asomewhat lower tharB8.8% for the county

and 42.1% for the statewith a college degree in 2017. These fegiare stillup significantlyfrom the
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2000 figures of 85.1% with at least a high school degree and 23.1% with a college degree aartdgher
demonstrate some educational improvements thatgeneralwould make residents more comp#ttie
in the job market

Thosethree years or older ancenrolled in school (nursery through graduate school) in72ttaled
10,405 residents and 19.8% of the population, down frbin548 residents or 22.5% 2010. Those
enrolled in kindergarten through high school totale&09 students, aga down from7,783in 2010

The Peabody Public Schools reportedearoliment of5,911 students in the 2018019 school year,

down from6,075 studentsn 20102011,and down even moremarkedly from an enroliment of 6,642 in
20002001. These declining reollments are ay I 1 dzZNJ £ NBFf SOGA2y 2F GKS
towards a steadily aging population, smaller households, and féameities ancchildren.

3.2,5 Disability Status? ¢ Significant special needs

Of all Peabody residenis 2010, 7,292 o14.2% claimed disability,which increased to 15.1% by 2017,
high in comparison to the statewide percentage of 1laf@ 11.6% in 2010 and 2017, respectively
While the number and percentages thibse 65 years of age or oldeho claimeda disability decrased

from 42.5%to 38.6% between 2010 and 2017, the level of disability for thaxpe18 to 64 increased
significantly from 2,756 individuals to 3,465 during this period. It should also be noted that the projected
increase in older resahts, predicted togrow from about20% of the populatioin 2010 to 30% in 2a3

will likely increase the level of special needs in the community.

This data indicates that there are significant special needs within the Peabody community and
suggests thathe City make a encerted effortto produce special needs housing, including units that
are handicapped accessible and/or have supportive services.

Table 312: Population Five Years and Over with Disabilities for Peabody and the State, 20d2017

Peabody Massachustts
Age 2010 2017 2010 2017
# % # % # % # %

Under 18 years 320 3.2 324 3.5 63,718 | 4.5 61,659 | 4.5
18 to 64 years 2,756 9.1 3,465 10.7 365,191 8.8 389,450 | 9.0
65 years and over | 4,216 425 4,091 38.6 288,346 | 34.0 330,631 | 32.7
Total 7,292 14.2% | 7,880 15.1% 717,255| 11.0% | 781,740 | 11.6%

of total of total of total of total

pop pop pop pop

SourcelU.S. Census Bureau, 260@810and 20132017American Community SurvéyYear Estimates

Additional information orPeabod2? & RA & | 0 f SsPpredelddlitzfTéle(BA32 Thisinformation
shows that5,350disabled households had some type of housing problem whether they were spending
more than 30% of their income on housing, lacked complete kitchen or plumbing facilities, or lived in
overcrowded conditions (morethan one persorper room). Of thesehouseholds were relatively evenly
split between owners and reats, although based on the total housing stock thexea 65% to 35%
ownership to rental split This data also shows that there is sopasitive relationkip between havig a

12 Disabled households conteat least one or more persons with a mobility or sedfe limitation. It should also be noted that
0KS GSNIXY daRAALl 6f SRE e vithin thie Hduging conBudtgl AGIKR aoLdS 24 % YogyTad tNdsdiviith (i S NIV A
special needs are interpreted tme the people first who need affordable, available and/or accessible housing.

Peabody HosingProduction Plan Page28



lower income and housing problems as well as a disability. Additionally, there were generally more
households with these issues who were renters rather than owners.

Table 313: Income and Tenure of Disabled with sing Problems

Typeof < =30% AMI 30.1% - 50%]| 50.1% - 80%]| Total <= 80% Total
Disability AMI AMI AMI

With Own Rent Own Rent Own Rent Own Rent All
Housing

Problems

Hearing/vision| 300 285 90 240 95 85 45 0 1,140
Ambulatory 515 460 210 150 150 105 60 35 1,685
Cognitive 205 405 100 175 45 110 60 25 1,125
Selfcare 425 375 165 115 65 115 80 60 1,400
Problem

TotalDisabled | 1,445 1,525 565 680 355 415 245 130 5,350
Not Disabled | 635 970 620 695 510 740 1,265 65 5,500
Total 2,080 2,495 1,185 1,375 865 1,1% 1,510 195 10,850

Source:U S [@partment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), SOCDS CHAS Data, American Community
Survey, 205.

Additional information on the types of disabilities for local seniors is summarized in Bable
comparingPeabodyestimates to those 6the state basR 2y ¢dzFia | SFEtGK tfly
Aging Community Profile. Compared to the state, those 65 years and older who RPeatwdydo
worseon most of the disability levels. The report further indicates thlder residents are leskkely to

do physical activity thanin other communities. Local resourcedor promoting the health of older
residentsincludethe Council on Agindhe YMCA, a memory café, and thé\ (iR&deation Department
which will all become inceasingly importantas many resides continue to age The report also
acknowledges that Peabody is a desighated-RAgendly Community.

Table3-14: Types of DisabilitiesPercentage 65 Years of Agad Older

Population Characteristics Peabody Estimates State Estimates
Slf-reported heaing difficulty 16.9% 14.2%
Clinical diagnosis of deafness 17.9% 16.1%
hearing impairment
Selfreported vision difficulty 8.5% 5.8%
Clinical diagnosis of blindness 1.8% 1.5%
or vision difficulty
Selfreported mgntion difficulty 8.2% 8.3%
Selfreported ambulatory 23.0% 20.2%
difficulty
Clinical diagnosis of mobility 4.3% 3.9%
impairments
Selfreported selfcare difficulty 7.0% 7.9%
Selfreported independent living 16.6% 14.3%
difficulty
Source: Tufts HealtRlan Foundation, pdatedin 2018
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3.3  Housing Profile

This section of the Housing Needs Assessment summarizes housing characteristics and trends, analyzes
the housing market from a number of different data sources and perspectives, compares what housing

is available to whatesidents can fiord, summarizes what units are defined as affordable by the state,

and establishes the context for identifying priority housing needs.

3.3.1 Housing Gowth ¢ Increasinghousing growthsince the recession

Table 315 indicates thatmorethanonefith2 ¥ t S+ 6 2 R& Q& K 2 dza2d yhifls, piedae®© | = H
World War Il. After a slow building period right after the war, Peabody experienced a building boom
with almost 3B6 of its existing housing units built betwee®40 and 1970. Thiselates to the
population boom that occurred during this same period when the population more than doubled in size.

There were4,655 new housing uits created between 1990 and 2008 presenting an overall growth

rate of more than20%, which was consgfably higher tlan the overall population growth of 9% during

that same period. This is likely due to the increasing number of smaller households that have been
forming over the past couple of decades. Since 2€1i6,census data cauiis only 71 new unis added

to the housing stockhowever building permit data summarized in Tablel@ suggests thatl60 units

were built instead

Table 315: Housing Units by Year Structure Was Built

Time Period # %
2010 or later 71 0.3
2000 to 29 2,601 11.5
1990 t01999 2,054 9.1
1980 to 1989 2,295 10.2
1970 to 1979 2,326 10.3
1960 to 1969 3,340 14.8
1950 to 1959 3,617 16.1
1940 to 1949 1,306 5.8
1939 or earlier 4,920 21.8
Total 22530 100.0

Source: US Census Bure2ad1 32017 American @nmunity Survey-Year Estimates

The building permit data in Tablel® suggests that residential building activity has largely increased in
recent years from lows of nine and eleven units in 2012 and 2013, respectively, to 41 units in 2017. This
likely demonstrates someecovery fromtls o dzZNEGAyYy 3 2F (GKS K2dzaAy3d od
years before. The estimated costs of development have also increased ranging from an average cost per
unit of $164,091 in 2013 to a high of $298,368 in 2018.

MAPQ3 projections suggst an increaseo 24,223 and 25,932 units by 2020 and 2030, respectively,
which would translate into a growth rate of 9.0% and 16.7%, respectively, since 20Hlch
projections are likely high given past rates of development accordingouilding permitactivity with
only 226 units produced between 2010 and 2018.

Based on projected growth through about March 2020, when the census figures are typically compiled,
that is informed by building permit activity and pipeline developmentsiikely that the yarround
housirg figure will increase from 22,135 units to no more than about 23,000 units, which would suggest
an increase in the annual housing production goal to about 115 units per yewaould also result in
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the City coming verglose to the 10%féordability god, at about 9.9%, assuming no further faff of
expiring use units and the development of the potential projects listed under Section 3.3.

Table 316: Residential Building Permits for Singlamily Homes, 200 through2018

Year # New Unis Total Valuaton Average
Valuation/Unit
2010 19 $3,727,000 $196,158
2011 17 $2,843,000 $167,235
2012 9 $2,393,000 $265,889
2013 11 $1,805,000 $164,091
2014 15 $2,889,000 $192,600
2015 25 $4,995,000 $199,800
2016 29 $6,336,400 $218,497
Terrace Estas $5,901,875 $168,625

Shore Dr35units

Subtotal 160 $30,890,275 $193,064
2017 41 $11,686,3840 $285,045
2018 25 $7,459,190 $298,368
Total 226 $50,036,531 $221,401

SourcePeabodyBuilding Departmenand Department of Community Delepment and Planmig

3.3.2 Housirg Occupancy, Continuing increases in rental units

Table 317includes a summary of housing characteristiased on actual decennial housing coufnten
1990 through 201@nd updated census estimates from the 2017 Anmagri€ommunity Survey Of the
22,220total housing units in 2010, Peabody had 22,135 yeand unit$® of which 21,313 or 95.9%
were occupied. Of the occupied units, 13,988 or 65.5% were cormpied and the remaining 7,325
units or 34.4% were rentescaupied. These fig@s represent onyl a slightly higher level of owner
occupancy to that of Essex County as a whole, where 63.8% of the units wereaseneied, and the
state as well with a 62%level ofowner-occupancy.

. The 2017 census estimates saggthat 310 unitswere built
F’eabody experienced ] a_u between 2010 and 2017uch higher than the number of units
increase of 2,408 rental units i that were permitted in this timeframas summarized in Table
comparson to 1,503 owner| 3.16 These estimates also indicate that there was a losk3df
occupied urtis between 1990| owner-occupiedunits and a gain of 28&ntals. This resents
and 2017, which has helpe( a continwation of past trends towards increases in rental units.
diversify the housing stocland | For examplePeabody experienced a modest increase of 149
sene a wider range of local rental units between 1990 and 2000, and then another 1,971
housing needs. rental units from 2000 to 2010. A substantialrgon of the
new rentals were devalped at Brooksby Village, a continuing
care retirement community involving 1,352 independent and assisted living units as well as a skilled
nursing facility. Additional units were budt the Highlands at Dearboy\vdon of Cranebrookand
Terrace Est&s projects, the latter two including affordable units throughthe Chapter 40B
comprehensivegermit process.

BThe yearound figure is the one used under Chapter 40B for detaing the 10% affordability gband annual
housing produdbn goals. It is calculated by subtracting thesseal or occasional units (85) from the total
number of units (22,220).
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and 35.5%n 2010 and 2017 espectively. Tis level is stila bit lower than the 36.2% and &6 levels
for Essex County and state, respectively.

There havealsobeenoveralldecreases in the average number of persons per Amgrage household

size continuesto drop, and consguently new housg units do not necessarily translate into
substantially more people. The average number of persons per unit declined between 1990 and 2010,
from 2.87 persons to 2.59 persons for owsgeErcupied units and from 2.13 to I $ersons for renth

units. This dcrease reflects local, regional and national trends towards smaller households and relates
to the change in the average household size in Peabody from 2.65 persons in 1990 to 2.36 by 2010.

The 2017 census estimates saggsome modest imeases in thesaverage household sizes, up to 2.61
and 2.10 persons for ownearccupied and rentepccupied units, respectively, also in line with a slight
increase in average household size to 2.42 persons.

Table 317: HousingOccupang Characteristics1990 to 207

Housing 1990 2000 2010 2017
Characteristics # % # % # % # %
Total # Housing Units 18,240 | 100.0 | 18,898 100.0 | 22,220 | 100.0 | 22,530 100.0
Occupied Units * 17,556 | 96.3 18,581| 98.3 21,313 | 95.9 21,467 95.3
Occupied Owner Urst™ | 12,351 | 70.4 13,227 71.2 13,988 | 65.6 13,854 64.5
Occupied Remtr Units ** | 5,205 29.6 5,354 | 28.8 7,325 | 34.4 7,613 35.5
Total Vacant Units/ 684/34 | 3.8/0.2| 317/60| 1.7/0.3| 907/85 | 4.1/0.4 | 1,063/100 | 4.7/0.4
Seasonal, Rec. or

Occasional Use*

Average House
Hold Size/Owner
Occupied Unit
Average House
Hold Size/Renter
Occupied Unit
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990, 2000 and 2010 Sumriamyd=Aenerican Comumity Survey 203-
20175-Year Estimates* Percentage of all housing units ** Percentage of occupied housing units

2.87 persons 2.75 persons | 2.59 persons 2.61 persons

2.13 persons 2.06 persons | 1.97 persons 2.10 persons

PY20KSNI AYLRNIOFYG GNBYR AY teéyllowddRancy dateT iz Oatzadeyy O &
rate was only 1.0%or ownership and &it higher forrentals at 5.1%but according to census estimates

the homeownership rate has remained about the same and the rental rate has declined to less than
1.0% As any rate below 5% reflects tight housing market conditions, ittiormation confims a
continuing strong housingmarket. Therental vacancy rate was considerably lower thstate and
national rateswith the homeownership rate comparable to the state shown in Table-38.

Table 318: Vacancy Rates by Tenure, 2086@ 2010

t Sk 02 R& Qdss thiB §060linf1996 dn@ 2DQO tof3H#.40% | f

MA Nation
Tenure 2000 2010 2017 20102017 | 20102017
Rener 1.7% 5.1% 0.9% 6.5%4.0% 9.2%6.1%
Homeowner 0.3% 1.0% 1.1% 1.5%1.1% 2.4%1.7%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000 and aadi0CAmerican Community Surveyy®gar Estimates
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3.33 Types ofStructures and Uns ¢ Significantand increasing diversity of housing types
Therecontinuestobed A Ay A TAOF yi RAGSNERAGE Ay tSIro2ReéeQa SEA
19 and Figure &, including significant increases in the larger mfaihily housing stock.Singlefamily

detached homes comprisabout half of all units, down from a high of 58% in 200Be number of
singlefamily attached units, largely duplex condominiums, increasetiveen 199 and 2010 but has
decreased somewhat baseth @017 estimates t&.2% of the hosing stock

The number of two to fowunit structures stayed about the same from 1990 to 2040about 3,300
units, but declined in proportion to total housingnits from 18.1% to 15.5% by 2010 despité@using
growth rate of 14.1%.The 2017 censusstimates suggest a modest decline in tfaonily homesbut a
significant increase in three to fodamily dwellings. This inventory @&mall, multifamily homes
NEBLINBaSyiGa | @Ftdzad ot S as3awnkk iMar® of thsekuBitsat@ probatlysa S E A
more affordable, as private landlords, particularly owsoecupied ones, tend to value good tenants and
frequently maintain rentsat below market to keep themln addition to providing somewhat more
affordable priate rentals, theseproperties offeraffordable homeownership stock as well sirggch
owners benefit from rental income that helps them finance the property. Lenders typically count about
75% of the rental income towards mortgage underwriting calculatitns allowing a laer income
homeawnner to purchase a home.Thus, small muliamily homes have offered important starter
housing in many communities, cities in particular.

While there was a drop in the midize structures of five to nine units, fron7® units in 1990 to/43
units by 200,the 2017 estimates indicate some more recent growth to 1,249 urda the other hand,
units in larger multfamily structures of ten or more units increased substantialigre than doubling in
number between 2000 ad 2010 alone, fron2,024 units t0o4,976 based largely on several sizable
developments including Brooksby Village, the Highlands projaod Avalon of Cranebrook.
Surprisingly, the 2017 figures indicate some loss of these units to 4,726mmits is imccurate

The nunber of units inl KS a2 G KSNE OF 6S3I2NESX 6KAOK AyOfdzRSa Y
decreased significantly according to census figures, from 1,066 units in 1990 to 590 by 2010, and then
up only to 604 by 2017 with a net logg452 units. Masof these unitsvere mobile homes, decreasing

G2 pnn 6@ HamMnX NBLNBaSyiliAy3a doodw: 2F GKS dzyA s
indicate a small increase to 586 total mobile homé&ty records refute these figures aaccording to

the Peabody Health &artment, there are 742 mobile homes in PeabodyThe Health Department
requires the annual reporting of each mobile home and are consequently accurate. Mobile homes
continue to be a significant and relatively affordabegment of Peaba@ Q& K2 dkd Ay 3 a2 O

Table 319: Units by Type of Structure, 1990 to 2010

Type of 1990 2000 2010 2017
Structure # % # % # % # %
1- unit detached 10,203 | 55.9 10,959 58.0 10,434 | 49.0 11,316 50.2
1- unit attached | 772 4.2 901 4.8 1,235 5.8 1,169 5.2

2 units 3,300 18.1 1,696 9.0 1,856 | 8.7 1,784 7.9

3 to 4 units 1,600 8.5 1,446 | 6.8 1,682 7.5

5 to 9 units 875 4.8 809 4.3 743 35 1,249 5.5
10+ units 2,024 11.1 2,156 11.4 4976 | 23.4 4,726 20.9
Other* 1,066 5.8 777 4.1 590 2.8 604 2.7
Total 18,240 | 100.0 18,898 100.0 21,280 | 100.0 | 22,530 100.0

Peabody HosingProduction Plan Page33



Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990 and 2000 Summary File 3; 2010 data fror2@E02008
and 20132017American Community SurvéyYear Estimategincludes mobilchomes, boats, vans
w £ ,@r&d mobile homes

Figure 35: Distribution of Units Per Structure, 2017
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Table 316 provides a&omparativebreakdown of the 201@nd 2017distributions of units per structure
according to whether the units were occupied by renters or homeowners. WiH&8owners resided
in singlefamily homes, about86% of renters lived in mulamily units of two or more units. It is
interesting to note thatl2.0% of the singldamily homes were renteoccupiedcomparedto a higher
level of 15.26 statewideandup from 8.0% in 201Gor Peabody

Tale 3-16: Units byType of Structureand Tenure, 2012017
Type of Homeowner Units Renter Units
Structure

# % # %
Single unit detached | 10,93611,283| 80.481.4 | 555912 8.0012.0
and attached

2 to 9 units 1,114985 8.2/7.1 2,6653,437 | 38.645.1
10+ wnits 1,1551,199 8.5/8.7 3,5673,081 | 51.740.5
Other/mobile homes | 405387 3.002.8 117/183 1.7/2.4
Total 13,61013,854 | 100.0 6,9047,613 | 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Burez)82010and 20132017American Community Suey

Table3-17 provides informationon the distribution of unit sizes and indicates that the medigred unit
included 5.4 rooms according to 201 census estimatesor with about three bedrooms and only
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modestlylower than the county and state medians %7 and 5.5 roomgespectively. H addition, those

units that might be determined to benost appropriate for single persons, with four rooms or less,
comprised abouB5% of the housing stock in 20lhigher than the26.3% level in 200 and related to

the construction of ratal housing. @en that aimost twothirds of Peabod & K2 dza SK2f Ra
single individuals or two persons, substantial portion of householdsiight 6 S O2 y doveéR S NB R
housedé On the other end of the spectrunapout 20% of housingnits includedeight rooms or moe,
comparable to the statewide level

Table3-17: Number of Rooms per Uni®010 and2017

Number of Rooms per Unit 2010 2017
# % # %
1 Room 319 15 562 25
2 Rooms 586 2.8 765 3.4
3 Rooms 2,276 10.7 2,507 11.1
4 Rooms 3,882 18.3 4,060 18.0
5 Roans 3,449 16.2 3,876 17.2
6 Rooms 3,605 17.0 37,58 16.7
7 Rooms 2,903 13.7 2,515 11.2
8 Rooms 1,955 9.2 2,098 9.3
9 or More Rooms 2,253 10.6 2,389 10.6
Total 21,229 100.0 22,530 100.0
Median (Rooms) for All Units 5.5rooms 5.4 rooms

Saurce: U.S. Ceuis Bureau, 2000, Summary File 3, and the Z1% American Community Survey
Year Estimates

It should also be noted that there @gly very limited reportedvercrowding inrPeabodyas 20T census
estimates indicated tit there were 299 units with morethan one occupant per room, the traditional
definition. Nevertheless, overcrowding often goes undeported, particularly in situations where
individuals and families are become doubled up with families and friends.

3.3.4 Housing MarketConditionsg Housing costs remain high
The following analysis of the housing market looks at past and present values of homeownership and
rental housing from a number of data sources including:

1 The 19902000and 2010Decennial U.S. Caus figures

 The U.SCensus Bureg&d Hnandg ! YSNRAOIY [/ 2YYdzyAde { dzZNBSe@
been released through the 2010 A@$ well as the 2023017 American Community
Surveys-Year Estimates

T ¢KS 2| NNBY DNRdzLJQa VYSRALlY &pyGeay omaodor G A adA Oa
through Novenber 2018

1 Multiple Listing Service data

T /Ade 1aasSaaz2Nna RIFGLF

9 Internet Listings

Homeownership

Census dataalso provides information on housing values as summarized in Talde ®r
homeownership units. The 20810 Amergan Community Suryeestimates inttated that the 2010
median house value was $350,000, up about 62% from the median in 2000 of $215,900, and almost
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doubling since 1990 when the median was only $177,I0@ 2017 census estimates provide a median
of $356200, significantlylower thanTheWarren Group figure of401,000in 2017.

As Table 49 further indicates, there were 612 units valued at less than $100,000 in 2010, comprising
4.5% of the ownepccupied housing stocland another 421 units, or 3.1% dfet housing stockwere

valued betvween $100,000 and $200,000. By 2017, the number and percentage of homes valued below
$200,000 increased modestly from 1,033 units or 7.6% to 1038 and 8.2%. Nevertheless, this data

still demonstrates that very litd2 T (1 K S siddiuinits Rerael&tigetizaffordable.

On the other end of the price range, 1,258 units, or 9.2% of the housing stock, were priced at $500,000
or more in 2010, clearly in the higind of the market. The 2017 estimates suggest signifimicreases

in this higherend market to 1,947 units and 14.1% of all owrmcupied units. The majority of units,
62.5% and 57.6%, were valued between $300,000 and $500,000 in 2010 and 2017, respectively.

Table 319: Housing Valuesf Owner-occupied Poperties, 1990 t02017

1990 2000 2010 2017
Price Rage # % # % # % # %
Less than $50,000 | 36 0.4 70 0.6 464 34 353 2.5
$50,000 to $99,999 | 254 2.7 59 0.5 148 1.1 148 1.1
$100,000 to $149,99 1,663 | 17.4 1,015 | 9.4 139 1.0 210 1.5

$150,000 to $199,99 5,016 | 52.5 3,328 30.7 282 2.1 421 3.0
$200,000 to $299,99 2,339 | 245 5,098 47.0 2,821 | 20.7 | 2,799 20.2

$300,000 to $499,99 250 2.6 1,221 11.3 8,508 | 625 | 7,976 57.6
$500,000 to $999,99 56 0.5 1,140 | 8.4 1,873 13.5
$1 million or more 7 0.1 108 0.8 74 0.5
Total 9,560 100.0 10,851 | 100.0 13,610| 100.0 | 13,854 | 1..0
Median (dollars) $177,100 $215,900 $350,000 $356,200

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000, Summary Fil& ISaf@nsus Bureau, 268810
and 20132017American Community SurvéyYear Estimates

_ — — Tabk 320 providesWarren Grouglataon median sales prices
Unlike many communities i and number of sales from BO through November 2018
UKS [/ 2YY2Y S| | offering a longrange perspective on sales activity. Ttéga is
housing market has reboundeq tracked from Multiple Listing Service information based on
from prerecession évels in| adual sales. The ndéan sales prie of a singléamily home as
terms of both median asles | of the end of 20X was $01,00Q increasing to $431,000 by
prices and number of sales. November 2018. These valuesire up considerably fronthe
height of thepre-recessiommarket in 2005 of $385,000.

The number of sigle-family home saks has also slen somerecovery from 27 in 2010, up to 360 by
2012 andthen to 459 in 2017. Like median values, this volume of sifagtely sales was higher than
pre-recession levels

The condo market haalso rebounded from preecession levels Median prices anged as high as
$269,950 in 2006 ta low 0f$191,500 in 2011, and theoontinuing to improve to $282,000 in 2017 and
as high as $325,000 as of November 20Bales volume reached a high of 270 sales in 2805 fell b
84 in 2011, andrencontinued b increase to 170 in 2015 and 165 in 2017
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Table 320: Median Sales Prices and Number of Sales, 200vember2018

Year | Months | Singlefamily Condominiums All Sales
Median | # Sales| Median | # Sales| Median | # Sales

2018 Jang Nov | $431000 | 394 $325,00 | 128 $420,000 | 613
2017 Jang Dec | 401,000 459 282,000 165 389,900 749
2016 Jan¢ Dec | 390,000 401 267,750 154 370,000 647
2015 Jan¢ Dec | 365,000 413 254,500 170 347,500 668
2014 Jang Dec | 344,000 387 240,000 143 320000 615
2013 Jan¢ Dec | 320,250 368 236,750 148 303,000 590
2012 Jang Dec | 302,450 360 220,000 126 280,000 565
2011 Jang Dec | 290,500 262 191,500 84 275,000 429
2010 Jang Dec | 295,000 247 237,855 122 270,000 431
2009 Jan¢ Dec | 295,000 298 225,000 139 270,000 509
2008 Jan¢ Dec | 319,500 289 220,000 137 288,000 491
2007 Jan¢ Dec | 350,000 330 263,000 142 336,000 545
2006 Jang¢ Dec | 359,000 313 269,950 204 332,250 610
2005 Jang¢ Dec | 385,000 384 259,900 270 350,000 778
2004 | Jang Dec | 369,450 324 249,000 174 340,500 606
2003 Jan¢ Dec | 331,500 424 279,450 160 325,000 695
2002 Jan¢ Dec | 321,900 305 235,000 168 302,000 548
2001 Jang¢ Dec | 269,700 356 185,000 112 260,000 548
2000 Jang Dec | 242,000 328 181,500 145 229,900 581

Source: The Warrenr@Gup/Banker & Trademan,Decemberl6, 2018

Figure 36 presents median singlamily home prices for nearby communities and Essex County for
2000, 2005, and as of November 201i8ousing price$n Peabodyhave been relatively comparable to
Essex County aswhole and a bit ligher than Sal¢ Q aMedian values for singfamily homescontinue

to behighest in bordering Lynnfield and Middleton and lowest in Lynn.

All communities experienced significant gains in housing values from 2000 to t»@0prerecession

height of themarket in mosicommunities. The recession precipitated considerable decreases in market
values, ranging from a low of $180,000 in Lynn to a high of $456,950 in Middleton. The 2012 median
was $302,450 in Peabody, somewnhat lower than3800 for the couty but higher K 'y { I f SYQa
$249,900. As of November 2018, the median sales prices have surpassagqgassion levels in all
communities and the county.
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Figure 36: Median SingleFamily Home Values
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Another analysis of housing market data is presenn Table 21, which breaks don sales data from
the Multiple Listing Servicas compiled by Banker & Tradesman of The Warren Group for $argiky
homes and condominiums in Peabodylhis data providea snapshot of the range of sales fondu
through December 7, 2018

There were371 total salesin the last half of 2018including281 singlefamily homes an®0 condos
about twice the level of activity than 2011Units that sold belov200,000 andvere therefore roughly
affordable to those earnipat or below 80% barea incomejncludedsevensinglefamily homes and
five condominiums for a total of Zunits compared to 16 and 25, respectivelythe last half 0f2011.
The median priced singlamily home was$440,0®, up from $280,000in 2011 and condos were
consderably more #ordable with a median sales price $839,000, once again up considerably from
$178,000in 2011

Only 3.9%of the singlefamily home sales fell into the $200,000 to $300,@0e range, still relatively
affordable, down from two-thirds in 2011. Whilehalf of the homes soldbetween $250,000 and
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$350,000in 2011, only 9.2% of the sales occurred in this range in 28b8ut two-thirds of condos sold
between $150,000 and $300,0202011, but such sales were down to oahe-fifth by 2018

Peabody haa limited luxury market with onl26 homesselling for more than 0,000 However, one
sale on Proctor Circle was as high as $2,850,000

Table 321: Singlefamily House and Condo SalesnéthroughDecember 7, 2018

Singlefamily Condominiums

Price Range Homes Total

# % # % # %
Less than 100,000 3 1.1 0 0.0 3 0.8
$100,000199,999 4 1.4 5 5.6 9 2.4
$200,000249,999 5 1.8 15 16.7 20 54
$250,000299,999 6 2.1 8 8.9 14 3.8
$300,000349,999 20 7.1 25 27.8 45 121
$350,000399,999 48 17.1 23 256 71 19.1
$400,000449,999 67 23.8 9 10.0 76 20.5
$450,000499,999 54 19.2 3 3.3 57 15.4
$500,000599,999 48 17.1 2 2.2 50 13.5
$600,000 or more 26 9.3 0 0.0 26 7.0
Total 281 100.0 90 100.0 371 100.0

Source: Bankeaf Tradesman, Decenaln 26, 2018

Cty Assessor datan the assessed values of residential properties in Peabody is presented in Fables 3
22 and 323, providng some insights into not only the diversity of the existing housing stock but also the
distribution of values for eacldwelling type.

Table 322 provides information on the assessed values of sifagteély homes and condominiums. This
data shows that Peabody 840,963singlefamily propertiesup from 10,852 in 2011 and representing
a gain of 11Jksuchunits. In 2011there were 38 singlefamily units that were valued below $200,000
but the Fiscal Yea2019 figures show only 28 units, most likely subsidizgidre than half of the unitim
2011 (54.8%) wre assessed between $200,000 and $300,af@yn to 6.2% in 2018all still relatively
affordable. On the other end of the range of assessmeit§¥ of homes were assasbat more than
$500,000in 2011, now up to 16.4%.The median assessed valises400,800, up fror287,700in 2011,
and lower ttan the median salegprice as ofNovember 2018of $431,000 according to The Warren
Group(see Table 20).

CKSNBE 6SNB HXIHTc O2yR2YAYAdzyazr 2N Fo2dzi mm: 27
increase of only 10 units since 2011. Not sigipgly, the condosvere assessethore affordably on a

whole than the singldamily homes with 36 units assessed below $100,000, down from 106 in 2011.
Additionally, 13.8% were assessed between $100,000 and $200,000, down considerably from 34.2% in
2011. While half of the ondos were valed between $200,000 and $300,000 in 2011, an erosion of
affordability also occurred in this range, now at 44.3%. On the other hand, while only 12.5% of all
condos wereassessed for more than $300,000 2011, this levelsinow at 40.5%. Thre were only
12.5%o0f condosvalued above this level. The median assessed value is now at $280I€ higher

than the $216,900 level in 201dnd significantly lower than the median sales price of $325,000 as of
November 2018 accordyto The Warren Grap (see Table-30).
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Table 322: Distribution of Assessed Values of Singmily and Condominiums

Singlefamily
Assessment Dwellings Condominiums | Total

# % # % # %
0-$99,999 4 0.04 32 1.4 36 0.3
$100,000199,000 24 0.2 314 13.8 338 2.6
$200,000249,999 123 1.1 301 13.2 424 3.2
$250,000299,999 675 6.2 708 31.1 1,383 | 10.4
$300,000349,999 2,022 18.4 544 23.9 2,566 | 194
$350,000399,999 2,575 | 23.5 246 10.8 2,821 | 21.3
$400,000449,999 2,381 21.7 113 5.0 2,494 | 188
$450,000499,999 1,366 12.5 9 0.4 1,375 | 104
$500,000599,999 1,348 12.3 9 0.4 1,357 | 10.3
$600,000 or more | 445 4.1 0 0.0 445 3.4
Total 10,963 | 100.0 2,776 100.0 13,239 | 100.0

Source: Peabody AssessBiscal Yea2019.
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Tabk 323, indicate that there were 876 tweamily homes
(1,752 units) and281 threefamilies (843 unitswith median
values of €10,200and $167,30Q respectivelyThere were 159
two-family homes and 31 threfamily units @lued at less than
$250,000 in 201, reduced to only five twdamilies based on
2019 assessmest The data also showed that almost three
guarters of the two and thredéamily properties were assessed
between $250,000 and $350,000 in 20bit include only
about 11% based orHscal Yea2019 assessments. By 2019,
52% were assessed between $350,000 and $450,00(88¥td
valued above $450,000.

Table 323: Distribution of Assessed Values of Mulfamily Properties

Multiple Houses on | 4to 8-unit

Assessment 2-unit Properties | 3-unit Properties | 1 Lot Properties
# % # % # % # %

0-$199,999 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
$200,000249,999 | 4 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
$250,000299,999 | 24 2.7 1 0.4 3 9.1 0 0.0
$300,000349,999 | 96 11.0 4 1.4 4 12.1 4 3.6
$350,000399,99 | 219 25.0 20 7.1 7 21.2 12 10.8
$400,000449,000 | 270 30.8 87 31.0 4 12.1 25 22.5
$450,000499,999 | 169 19.3 68 24.2 4 12.1 25 22.5
$500,000 or more| 93 10.6 106 37.7 11 33.3 45 40.5
Total 876 100.0 281 100.0 33 100.0 111 100.0

Source: Peabody AssesgBiscal Yea2019.

There are al3 111 structures with four to eight units, up from 99 such structures in 2011, with a median
value of $477,000. The 2011 assessments indicated that more than half of these properties were valued
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between $250,000 and $35@M0 while the 2019 ssessments showhat 45% were assessed between
$400,000 and $500,000 with another 40.5% above this level.

I & & S FBINEXD19data also indicated that

1 There were 133 imeduse propertieswith assessments ranging from $216,200%$3,829,400
anda median of $69,100.

1 There werel6 mobile home properties located on Newbury, Goodale, and Pine Streets.

1 There were 26 properties with more than eight units ranging in value fr861 300 to about
$164 million at Brooksby Village.

1 Thee were three boarthg or lodginghouses or other congregate housing.
1 There were 173 parcels of vacant land in residential zones.
Rentals

Table 324 presentsensusnformation on rental costs from 1990 to 20which shove that the rental

market has chaged substantially & the median rat more than doubled between 1990 and 2010, going
from $523 per month to $1,127, and then increased to $1,266 by 2017. In 1990, 37% of rents were less
than $500 per month, but in 2010 estimates suggest that only 13.68patments rented lelow this

level with declines to 13.2% by 2017. It is also important to note that the census counts include
subsidized units, which represent more than difth (21%) of all rental units in Peabodnd thus
under-represents actual magk prices

On theother end of he rental range, only 6.7% of all apartments rented for more than $1,000 in, 1990
up to 62% by 2018.

Table 324: Rental Costs, 1990 to 2@

1990 2000 2010 2017
Gross Rent # % # % # % # %
Under $200 715 13.8 237 4.6 233 3.4
$200-299 349 6.7 418 7.8 297 4.3 1,002 132
$300499 859 16.5 572 10.7 | 405 5.9
$500749 1,827 35.1 1,758 329 868 12.6 1,422 18.7
$750999 939 18.1 1,519 28.4 799 11.6
$1,0001,499 348 6.7 508 9.5 2,409 34.9 2,461 32.3
$1,500 + 53 1.0 1,694 24.5 2,259 29.7
No Cab Rent 162 3.1 268 5.0 199 2.9 469 6.2
Total* 5,199 100.0 5,343 100.0 | 6,904 100.0 | 7,613 100.0
Median Rent $523 $704 $1,127 $1,266

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 1990 and 2000 Summagr2dag2®10and 20132017 American
CommunitySurveys-Year Btimates.

Updated information frominternet rental listingsin December2018is presented in Table-35. These
listings include units in larger mufamily properties and compare them to those in smaller dwelling
types. This information émonstrates th& census figuresargely underestimate market rents. For
example, the relatively newer apartment developmemisuchas Eaves by Avalon, the Highlands at
Dearborn, or 14 Northg haverents for onebedroom units of more thn $1,500. Threbedroom units

in these developments are approaching or over $3,000. Listings for units in smaller properties, typically
small multifamily homes, are also high atore than $1,500 for twdbedroom units andcabout $2,000

for three-bedroomns.
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Most of the partmentsrequNB FANRG YR flFad Y2yiKQa NBy(d LI dza

Fa | Y2yiKQA&asWNpaftieht, thaCt@tdis) 4,500 it wpFont cash, an amount that many
prospective tenants just do not haawailabe. Some listinggiclude just éhalf-Y 2 ¥ (i K Q &-frontBry G dzLJ
FRRAGAZ2Y (2 GKS FANKSNBAY KQa NByIiz a I a
Table 325: Sample Yearound Rental Listings
# Bedrooms | # Baths | Square Footage | Rent | Type
Units in Larger Multifamily Developments
1-3 1-2 $1,415- $2,750 Newer ap.
development
1-3 1-2 703¢ 1,366 $1,675- $3,035 Newer apt.
development
1-3 1-2 746¢ 1,529 $1,749- $6,954 Newer apt.
development
1-2 1-2 $1,539- $2,555 Newer apt.
development
1-2 1-2 779¢ 1,791 $1,850¢ $3,369 Newer apt.
developmen
1-2 1-2 $1,130- $1,795 Older apt.
Development
2 15 $1,895 Older townhouse

development

Units in Smaller
Multi -family Properties

3 2 1,200 $2,100 Duplex condo

3 1 1,250 $2,000 Condo for rent

3 1 1,000 $1,600 Apt. in house

2 1 $2,195 Apt.in house

2 1 $1,950 Apt. in house

2 1 1,074 $1,900 Townhouse

2 1 $1,850 Apt. in house

2 1 $1,750 Condo for rent

2 15 1,800 $1,700 Apt. in house

2 1 950 $1,600 Apt. in house

2 1 $1,500 Condo in house for
rent

2 1 750 $1,450 Apt. in house

Studio 1 $1,980 Apt. in house

Studio 1 333 $1,200 Apt. in house

Studio 1 144 $800 Attic apartment

Sources: Internet Listings, December 2018.
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3.3.5 Affordability Analysis

This section provides an analysis of the implaatiof various factrs on housin@ffordability including
income levels, available financing, median housing values, cost burdens and foreclosure activity.
Through this analysis it is possible to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of the lodgatjhous
dynamic.

Analysis of Housin@osts on Affordabilitg Housing priceare becoming increasingly out ofach

Tables 26 and 327 examineaffordability from two differentperspectives Table 26 calculates what
households earning at various incomeds can afford wih respect to ypes of housing, focusing on the

/I AGedQad YSRAlFY K2dzaSK2f R AyO02YS S@St olamedan2y HJ
income(AMI)level for the Boston area, both of which have grown to become very compapablethe

past few ars. Table 327 analyzes the implications gbme of the housing costs summarized above in
Section 3.4, estimating what households must earn to afford these prizzsed on spending no more

than 30% of their income on housing expengae commonly apled thresholdof affordability.

In addition to showing how different types of housing are more or less affordable to households earning

at median income and at 80%MI, Table 26 also indicates that the amount of down payment has a
substantial bearingopn what houseblds can afford. Prior to the recessionf had been fairly easy for
purchasers to limit their down payments to 5% or even le€2 f f 2 6 Ay 3 G KS a0 dzNBRGA
0 dzo § feriérshave typically been applying morestringent lending crieria, includng the need for

down payments as high as 20% of the purchase price. Such high cash requirements make
homeownership, particularly firdsime homeownership, much more challenging. As Tabig6 3
demonstrates, a household adng the same levabf income camacquire a much higher priced home

with more cash down as they are borrowing lessl do not have to pay private mortgage insurance
(PMI)

Table 326 also shows that because condo fees are calculated as housing expensewtgage
underwriting criteria, they are more expensive. Therefore, a household earning at 80 for
example, can afford a singfamily home ofabout $250,500 with a 5% down payment, but a condo for

only $17,60Q assuming a condo fee of $250 permtte The same hoehold is estimated to be able to

buy a twaefamily house for 395,000as it can likely charge at least, 850 per month in rent, which is
considered as income in mortgage underwriting, usually at about 75% of the rent level. Aahrige

house is even me affordablewith two paying tenants, and it is therefore not surprising that the two
family house and tripR SO1 SNJ KI S 0SSy &2 adz200Saa¥dzZ a adt
communities when zoning allowed this type ofusing.

Table 326 also looks atvhat renters can afford at three different income levels. For example, a two
person household earning at 50881 and earning $3,150annually could afford an estimated monthly
rental of about $04, assuming they are payimgp more than 30% fatheir incomeon housing and pay
utility bills that average $25 per month. A rental this low is increasingly difficult to find in Peabody,
where the lowest rental advertisedn the internetin December 208 for a two-bedroom apartment

was $1,450whichmost likely ado required first and last month rent and a security deposit. This means
that any household looking to rent in the private housing market must have a considerable amount of
cash available, which has a significant impactaffiordability. In¢uding utility costs, this apartment
would not be affordable to a household earning less than 80% AMI.
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Table 326: Affordability Analysis |
Maximum Affordable Prices Based on Income Levels

Estimaed Max. Estimated Max.
Type of Income Level 30% of Morthly | Affordable Price Affordable Price
Property Income 5% Down *** 20% Down ***
Singlefamily Median Income = $1,627.12 $250,500 $286,000
$65085*
80% AMI =64,900* | $1,622.50 $249,800 $285,000
Condominium | Median Income = $1,627.12 $217,800 $249,000
$65,08%*
80% AMI = $64,900* $1,622.50 $217,000 $248,350
Two-family Median Income = $1,627.12 $395,000 $450,500
$65,085*
80% AMI = $64,900*] $1,622.50 $394,200 $449,600
30% of Monthly | Estimated Affordable
Income Utility Cost Monthly Rental
Rertal Median Inome = $1,627.12 $175 $1,452
$65,085*
80% AMI = $64,900*] $1,622.50 $175 $1,448
50% AMI = $43,150*] $1,078.75 $175 $904
30% AMI = $25,900*] $647.50 $175 $472

Source: Calculations provided by Karen SunnarBorgsuling.

* Based on thaJ.S. CensusBNB | dzQ& | Y SNR Ol 5 Yearstinvatizyok 208-2017.dzNJ3 S &

* HUD 2038 Income Limits for the Boston area for a household of two (2), which is the average household size in
Peabody (22 persons).

*** Ejgures based oninterest rate of 50%, 3Gyear tam, annual property tax rate of $101 per thousand,
insurance of $6 per thousand for singmily and twofamily homes and $4 per thousand for condos, $250
monthly condo fees, the purchaser spending 30% of income on mgusists,rental income of 75% 081,250
(close to the median gross rent of $1,266 in the 2017 census estimate$937.5Q0 Figures assume that
purchasers earning at or below 80% Adviimedian incomeavould qualify fora statesponsored mortgage program
such as the ONE Magage ProgramroMassHousindinancingthat would not require private mortgage insurance
(PMI)

Table 327 examines affordability from another angle, going from specific housing costs to income.
Taking median price levels for sindgdenily homes, condos ahtwo-family lromesinto account the
incomes that would be required to afford these prices are calculated, also showing the differences
between 95% and 80% financing. For example, using the median-&mdlg home price as of
November2018of $431,00Q a household wald have to earn approximatelyl%6,278if they were able

to access 95% financingn the case of 0% down payment, a lower income of abo@3%188would

be requiredstill considerably higher than the median householcbime of $65,085 oeven the media
income for homeowners of $86,644 based on 2017 census estimates.

The median condo price was8#b5,000as of November 2018requiring an income of approximately
$95,519with 5% down and &1,878with the 20% down paymentBecause of thencome generatd in a
two-family home, this type of property is significantly more affordable requiring an income of an
estimated ¥3,1680r $55,950based on 95% and 80% financing, respectively.
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Table 327: Affordability Analysis Il
Income Required tAfford MedianPrices or Minimum Market Rents

Type of Property | Median Price* Estimated Mortgage Income Required **
5% Down 20% Down | 5% Down | 20% Down
Singlefamily $431,000 $409,450 $344,800 $116,278 $98,188
Condominium $325,000 $308,750 $260,000 $95,519 $81,878
Two-family $410,200 $389,690 $328,160 $73,168 $55,950
Estimated Market | Estimated
Monthly Rental Monthly Income Required
rrk Utility Costs
Rental
Median $1,266 $175 $57,640
Onebedroom $1,500 $150 $66,000
Two-bedroom $1,750 $175 $77,000
Threebedroom $2,000 $200 $88,000

Source: Calculations provided by Karen Sunnarborg.

* From The Warren Group Town Stats data,of November 2018 for singlamily homes and condo3he median

price for the twefamily dwelling vas based on City Asssor data foFiscal Yea2019.

*** Ejgures based on interest rate of 5.0%,-8€ar term, annual property tax rate of $11.01 per thousand,
insurance of $6 per thousand for singmily and twofamily homes and $4 per thousand for coos] $250
monthly cando fees, thepurchaser spending 30% of income on housing castd, private mortgage insurance

(PMI) estimated at 0.3125% of loan amount for 95% financing, and rental income of 75% of $1,250 (close to the
median gross rent of $1,266 the 2017 census dghates) or $93.50. Figures do not include underwriting for PMI

in calculations with a 20% down payment

*** Conservative estimate based on sample internet listings in TaBte 3

In regard to rentals, usinthe conservative listingadvertised in Deamber 208 in nternet listings a
one-bedroom unit renting for $,500would require an income of@#,000, assuming 8D per month in
dziAf AGe oAff&a |yR K2dzaAy3d SELISyasSa s int@ne 62 NB
compardf S G2 ({ Edan Hodséh& dhdomerbased on 2017 census estimates and the 80% of
area median income level for a twzerson household in 2018. It is considerably higher than the median
income of renter households of $39,912. Alsomeone earning mimum wage of $2.00 for 40 hours

per week every week during the year would still only earn a gross income ofabolyt $25,000.
Households with two persons earning the minimum wage would stillsfaihort of the $6,000 income

level needed to afforahis rentlevel While there arerents that fall below this level, particularly
subsidized rents, market rents tend to be beyond the reach of these lower wage earners. Consequently,
renters have been paying much more than 30% of their incomes to livealoRy.

Affordabiity Gaps; Widening gaps between income and housing costs

Through the combination of information in Tables2® and 327, it is possible to compute the
affordability gap, typically defined as the difference between what a median in@anméng household

can afford and he median priced unit on the markdin the case of the singlamily home, there is a

gap of $145,000, the difference between what the median income earning household could afford of
$286,000 (based on 80% financing) ahd median price 0$431,000. Adw years agothere was no
affordability gap ashe median incomesarninghousehold could afforén estimated$304,000in 2012,

higher thanthe median house price of 30,000. It is important to note that theupfront cash
requirements for thedown paymentand closing costs in effect substantially add to the affordability, gap
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particularlyin the case of 80% financinganslating intoas much as $95,000 in the case of a $431,000
purchase

In regard to condos, theaffordablity gap is $76,00, the
The hidv upfront costs in| difference between what the median income earning
obtaining mortgage financing| household can afford, or $249,000 (based on 80% financing),
or leasing an apartment add and median priced condo of $325,000.
considerably to affordability L
. SO
gaps R
are also comparable affordability gaps.

FdzaS GKS /AdeQa YSRAlFLY K2dza$s
Qa | NBEkomli&nRfbriaybusihold of two, there

An affordability gap for rentals can also be calculated as the difference between what a median income
earning household can afford, or $1,452 (see T&H6),and the melian rent of $1,266 Consequent,

there is no affordability gap. However, if the analysis focused on the median income earning renter
household with an income of $39,912 who could afford a rent of about $823, the gap would be $443.

Table 328 identifies how many singldamily homes ad condos exist in Peabody that were affordable
within various income categoriesthere were only 150 singfamily homesaffordable to those earning

at or below 80% AMHown from 388 in 2011. The rest of the homes weadlatively evenly ditributed
through the other income ranges. The condos wganerallymore affordable with 428 or 15.5%
affordable to those earning at or below the 80% AMI range while half were likely affordable to those
earning between the 80% and 100iaits.

The ablity to obtain financing, including issues related to credit history and cash requirements, can
provide substantial barriers to accessing housing. It is also important to note that this analysis is based
on assessed values of all profies in Peabody, riavhat is avdable on the market (see Table23 for
recentmarket activity and prices from June throuBecember 7, 2013

Table 328: Affordability Analysis 11
Relative Affordability of Singldamily and Condo Units in Peabody

Singlefamily Homes Condominiums
Price Range Available in Price Available in Price
Single Income Rang#& Range Range
family/Condo* Number % Number | %
Less than 349,800 Less than 80% AMI 150 14 428 15.5
Less than $17000
$249,801$378,500 80%- 99.9% 4,131 37.7 1,428 51.4
$217,001-$345,000
$378,501$454,500 100%- 120%** 3,689 33.6 385 13.9
$345,001-$423,000
More than $54,500 | More than 120%** 2,993 27.3 535 19.3
more than $23000
Total 10,963 100.0 2,776 100.0

Source: Peabody Assef@dDatabase foFical Year2019. Please note that as a standard practice, assessed value is
assumed to bat least93% of actual value or potential sale price. Figures based onjaenson household.

* Based orinterest rate of 5.0%, 3@ear term, anmal property tax rée of $11.01 er thousand,nsurance of $6

per thousand for singkamily and twofamily homes and $4 per thousand for condos, $250 monthly condo fees,
the purchaser spending 30% of income on housing casts,80% financing.
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** Figuresbased on HUD areaedian incomeimits for a household of two with the 100% AMI limit®vided by the
Community Preservation Coaliti@md the120%limits based on thd00% figures.

Table 329 demonstrates a substantial need for more affordable homeemship opportunities in
Peabody dr those earning at or below 80%MI in particular These calculatiorsre based on data in
Table 331 andsuggest that of thes,1050wner households who were estimated to have earned at or
below 80% AMI, there werg,165dwelling unitsthat would have ben affordable to thembasedthe
numbers of owners living without cost burderdefined as spending 30% or more on housing coBt®
projected deficit 0f2,940units for those earning at or below 8088l is considerableand there is a
defidt in affordalde units everfor those earning above 80% AMI

Table 329: Homeownership Need/Demand Analysis

Income Income Affordable Sales | # Owner # EXxisting Deficit -/
Group Range* Prices Single Households| Affordable Suplus+

family/Condos** | *** Units (No Cost

Burdens¥**

Less than $64,900 Up to 5,105 2,165 -2,940
80% AMI and less $249,800$217,000
80%100% $64,901to $240,801$378,500 | 1,410 715 -695
AMI $86,240 $217,001-$345,000

Source: 8/ Sy adza . #3RMETAME@an @ommunity Suryes-Year Estirates
* HUD 2018 Income Limits for the Boston area for a household of two (2), which is the average household size in
Peabody (2.42 persong). See analysis in TableZb. *** Data from Table 31.

Table 330 indicatesthat there is alsoa shortage offfordable ental units particularlyfor those in the
very lowest income levels withdeficit of 1790 units for extremely lovincome householdsarning less
than 30%AMI and 1,055units for those earning between 30% aBd%AMI, referredto by HUD asery
low-income householdsRental subsidy programs typically target these populatiofihiere is also a
substantial deficit of 945 units for those earning between 50% and 80% Ridte figures are also
based on those whora overspending otheir housing.

Table 330: Rental Unit Need/Demand Analysis

# Renter # EXxisting Deficit -/
Income Income Affordable Households | Affordable Surplus+
Group Range* Rent** *hk Units (No Cost

Burdens)****

Less than 30%| $25,900and $472and less | 2,525 735 -1,790
AMI less
Between 30% | $25,901to $473to0 $904 1,555 500 -1,055
and 50% AMI | $43,150
Between 50% | $43,151to $905t0 $1,448 | 1,595 650 -945
and 80% AMI | $64,900

{ 2dzNOSY | { /281882017 Year Eatidsdted2€ben the Amedn Community Surye

* For a hosehold of two (as the average household size for renters wd2 @ersons per the 204 census
estimates based 08018 HUD income limits for the Boston area that includes Peabody.

** |ncludes a utility allowance of ¥6 permonth.

*** Based orHUD CHAS repoas summarized in Table&.

**** Based on HUD CHAS report in TabBd ®f those without cost burdens
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Cost Burdens Increasing numbers and percentages of households are overspending on their housing
The census progiés data on how muthouseholds@end on housing whether for ownership or rental.
Such information is helpful in assessing how many households are encountering housing affordability
problems, defined as spending more than 30% of their income on housing.

The 2017 censuss@émates indiate that 981 Peabody homeowners or 7.1% were spending between
30% and 34.9% on housing costs while 3,220 or 23.2% were spending more than 35% of their income on
housing. Thus 4,201 or 30.3% were experiencing cost burdews, from 40% in 200.

In regad to renters 814 households were spending between 30% and 34.9% of their income on housing
costs with another 3,290 or 46.9% spending 35% or more. Therefore, 4,104 or 58.4% of renter
households had cost burdens, higheathhalf of such hoseholds in 20Q.

These census estimates then suggest that 8,305 Hwmlds were experiencing cost burdens,
representing almost 3% of all householdsand higher than the 7,500 or 35% of ctsirdened
households in 2010.

_ The U.S. [Bpartment of Housing andUrban Develoment

A HUD report estimates that o} (4up) provides additional data ohousing cost burdens
the 21,650 total household | § K N2 dZAK AdGa {GFGS 2F GKS /AGAS
living in Peabody, 38% or 85 | Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) report, which is
were spending too much orl summarized in Table -31. The table includes hownany
their housing including T% or | households wee included irthe particular category (by income
3,705 households spending and household type), how many were spendigfween 30%
more than half their income on| and 50%of their income on housing, and how many were
housing costs. spending more than half of their income on housing. For
example, the first @l indicates thatthere were 1,070 elderly
renter households estimatetb be earning at or below 30% of
median income that include$30 spendingbetween30%and 50%of their income on housing ard0
spending more than half.

This HUD report further sggsts the following

I There werel0,7800r abouthalf of all households who were earning at or below 8@&dian
family income jFI) and might be eligible for housing assistance based on income alone.

1 This data also estimates th& 195households3,880renters and4,3150wners) were sending
too much on their housing.

1 Of the 10,780total households earning at or below 80% M&[{30 o 62.4% were spending
more than 30% of their income on housimgluding 3,525 or on¢hird spending more than half
on howsing costs

1 A total of 1,465 householdsor 6.8% of all householdsarning more than 80% MFI were
spending too much on their housing as well.
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Table 331: Cost Burdens by Income, Household Type and Tenure

Households | Households | Housholds | Households | Households
Type of Household | Earning <30% Earning > Earning > Earning Earning
By Tenure MFI/# with 30% to < 5006 50% to < 80% > 80% and <| > 100% MFI/ | Total
cost burdens | MFI/ # with | MFI/# with 100% MFI # with cost
* costburdens| cost burdens| /# with cost | burdens *
* * burdens *
Elderly Renters 1,070/130490 575/140180 | 305/150-110 | 195/25-25 330/20-0 2,475/465805
Small Family Rente| 625/75465 | 605/290125 | 720/4400 245/0-0 515/0-0 2,710/805590
Large Family Rente| 115/10-40 55/40-0 0/0-0 105/0-0 45/0-0 320/50-40
Other Renters 715/170410 | 320/180-100 | 570/245-0 210/20-0 605/0-0 2,420615-510
Total Renters 2525/385 1,555/650 1,595/835 | 755/45-25 1,495/200 7,925/1,935
1405 405 110 1945
Elderly Owners 1,200/325580 740/235150 | 1,065/8580 | 455/13535 | 1,490/800 4,950/860845
Small Family Owne| 120/10-60 440/205165 | 525/24045 | 670/33090 | 4,275/375-30 | 6,030/1,1606390
Large Family Owne| 65/10-55 125/15110 | 70/45-25 140/65-0 550/55-0 950/190-190
Other Owners 345/45225 | 145/2545 265/95-65 145/40-0 895/1400 1,795/345335
Total Owners 1,730/390 1,450/480 1,925/465 | 1,410/570- | 7,210/650-30 | 13,725/2,555
920 470 215 125 1,760
Total 4,255/775 3,005/1,130 | 3,520/1,306 | 2,165/615 | 8,705/67030 | 21,650/4,490
2,325 875 325 150 3,705

Source: U. S. Departme of Housing and than Developmet (HUD), SOCDS CHAS Data, American
Community Survey, 20-2015 5Year Estimate*First number is total number of households in each
category/second is the number of households paying more than 30% of their income on dGugm
cost burders) ¢ and third number includes those that are paying more than half of their income on
housing expenses (with severe cost burdernE)derly is defined as those 62 years of age or olferall
families have four (4) or fewer family memisewhile larger fanties includefive (5) or more members.

¢t KS

dhiKSNE

basically single individuals.

OFGiS3az2NESZ

F 2 NJ 0 2eld&rly &hB yolfSriyEhousefidRls 2 6 Y S NA >

Renter Households

T

1

There were7,925renter households and of thes®880 or 49%vere experiencing ast burdens

1,945 or almost onguarter with severe cost burdens

Of the 5,675 renter households earning at or below 80% MFR% of all renter households)
3,790 or twethirds were experiencingost burdensand 1,920 owone-third were speming more

than half of their income on housing expensesnlyO90 of those earning more than 80% MFI
were experiencing cost burdens.

A total 0f2,475 or 31%f the renter households were 62 years of age or oideluding 1,950 or
79%earning at or belowB0% MFEI Of these lower incomehouseholds,1,200 or 61.5% were
experiencing cost burdens, 780 or 40% with severe cost burdens.

There were2,710small family householdwith 1,950 or 72%arning at or below 80% MFIOf
these househals, 1,395 or 71.5%ere overspendng with 590 spending moréhan half of their
income on housingjemonstrating a need for more subsidized rentals for familghichshould

0S I LI NILAOdz I NJ F20dza 2F (GKS /AdeQa K2dzaAy3
There were only320 large fanlies renting inPeabody with allof the cost burdens focused on
those earning at or below 50% MFI.

There were also a high number of renters who were nonelderly, single individuals with a total of
2,420 such households],605 or twethirds earning at or klow 80% MFEI Of these lower
income individuals, 1,105 069% hadcost burdensincluding 510 or 32% with severe cost
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burdens. These individuals might be well served by the availability of more accessory
apartments and other smaller rental units.

OwnerHouseholds

1 There wee 13,7250wner households in this report,315 or 31.4%ith cost burdens.

1 Of the5,1050wner households earningt or below80% MFI(37.2% of all owner households)
2,940 or 57.6%vere spending too much includirfig605 31.4%vho were spending more than
half of theirearnings on the costs of housing.

1 A total of 4,950 0136% of all owners were 62 years of age or older. Of th&s#)5 or 34.4%
were experiencing cost burdenA. total of 1,455 0185.3%0f these owners with cost burdens
were earning at obelow 80% MFI This population might benefit from having an accessory
dwelling unit or some further relief on property taxes and utilities.

1 There were6,030small family owner householdsepresenting 44% of all owner households. Of
these, 1,085 or 18%vere earning abr below 80% MFand 270 or onequarter were spending
more than half of their income on housing costs.

1 There were9d50 large family owner householdsshich included 380 or 40%ith cost burdens
Of these 260 or 27.4% weearning at or below 80% MFI, aivith cost burdens.

1 Of the total1,795individual owners below 62 years of ag80 or 386 were overspending and
of theseb000r 74%were earning at or below 80% MFI.

Foreclosureg Increasing more recent activity

Anotherindicator of affodability involres the ability to keep up with the ongoing costs of housitich

a2YS NBaARSyda KI@S F2dzyR OKIfftSyaay3a airyoS (GKS
This recession forced sonmeabodyhomeowners to confsnt the possibilityof losing thér home

through foreclosure as shown in Tabl&3

A total of 134 homeowners have lost their homes to foreclosure auctions with another 92 facing
possible foreclosure While there were no foreclosures prior to 2010gthighest level oforeclosure
adivity occurred in 2018. The jump is recent foreclosure activity is reputed to relate to a backlog of
cases that have been on hold pending court cases and the need to clarify new regulations.

Table 332: Foreclosure Atvity, 2007 throudh 2018

Year Peitions to Foreclose Foreclosure Total
Auctions

2018 33 22 55
2017 22 11 33
2016 15 14 29
2015 13 6 19
2014 4 3 7
2013 5 1 6
2012 24 13 37
2011 3 7 10
2010 15 15 30
2009 0 0 0
2008 0 0 0
2007 0 0 0
Total 134 92 226

Source: Th&arren GroupBanker & Tradesmadanuary?21, 2019
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3.3.6 Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI)

Current and Proposddousingnventory

As of November 2020 the state listed 2,10 FF2NRI 6f S K2 dzAAy 3 -agpyosed & A Y
Subsilized Housing Inveary (SHI), rpresenting 9.5% of the total yeaound housing stock of 22,135

units, up from 9.12% in 2011. This is the list of affordable dwelling units that the state recognizes as
St AIAGES F2NJ O2dzyiAy 3 (damlityNRa t
When the 2020 census figure| goal or anual housingroduction goals.

are released, the yearound
housing figure will increasel Although the City surpassed the 10% affordability threshold

and ®nsequently so will the| under Chapter 40B in the past, the 2010 census data reflected
10% afbrdability goal. This K2dzaAy3 ANR g UK 'y R u K dza NB R dzO S
from the previous 10.6%eVel. Therefore, e City is not

. exempt from what it considers inappropriate comprehensive
documens still unmet . . . :

: permit projects that enable developers to override local zoning
affordable housmg.nee.dseven in exchange for meeting state guidelines in building affordable
after the 10% goal imchieved | housing. There is a current gapld affordable unis to get to
the 10% goal?

Housing  Production  Plar

Many communities in the state have been confronting challenges in boosting their relatively limited
supply of affordable housing. The SHI levels for Peabody and neighboring communities are visually
presental in Figure 37. Ecepting Middéton, these communities have surpassed the 10% affordability
goal and Peabody is very close.

Figure 3-7: SHI Units for Peabody and Neighboring
Communities

14.0%
’ 12.4% 12.8%

12.0% 11.5% 11.6%
10.4%

10.0% 9.5%

8.0%

6.0% 5.0%

4.0%

2.0%

0.0%
Danvers Lynn Lynnfield Middleton Peabody Salem Beverly

Table 333 summarizes the units included in the Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI) as of August 14,
2020. The substantiala® 2 NR& ( & 3 2,04 SSllluiis2afe &efitals, including 1,733 units or about

14 Chapter 774 of the Acts of 1969 established the Massachusetts CompireheParmit Law (Massachusetts
CGeneral Laws Chapter 40B) facilitate the development of affordable housingrfmw- and moderateincome
households (defined as any housing subsidized by the federal or state government under any program to assist in
the corstruction of low or moderateincome housing for those eamy less than 80% of median income) by
permitting the state to override local zoning and other restrictions in communities where less than 10% of the
yearround housing is subsidized for loand noderateincome households.
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82%. Ownership units counted for only 47 units or 2.2% of SHI units. The SHI also includes 191 special
needs units in group homes, up from 165 in 20There was a net gairf only five SHI uts since 2012,

largely due to dropffs from shorterterm affordable housing restrictions through housing rehab
initiatives. However, in addition to new units in group homes, the following new units were added to
the SHI:

1 A Habitat forHumanity project a Park Streethat includes eight yedroom units for firstime
homebuyers earning at or below 60% of area median income.
Fouraffordablehomeownershipunits at80 Walnut Street

Five condos as part of the &fhit Maple Villagg Condominiunmdevelopmen required by the

inclusionary zoning (1Z) ordinance.

1 A total of 61 rental units were produced as part of tBeown School Residendist involved
the conversion of the Brown School with a significant new addition. Staceys #thisady on the
SHI.

9 Skty units as pdrof the Ezio Placeroject at 55 Newbury Street that was permitted through the
[ 20t LYAGAFGAGS tNRINIY oO[LtOX Ffaz2 (1yz26y |

T
T

1 Six homeowner rehabilitation projects funded through the Critical Care Repair Program
1 Two rental unis at10 EIm Streefone two-bedroom unit and one foubedroom) administered
by the Peabody Hisrical Commission with tens Inn, Inc
Table3ooY t Sl 062ReéQa {dzowaARAT SR | 2dzaAy3
# SHI | Project Type/ Use of a | Affordability
Project Name Units | Subsdizing Agency Comp Expiration Date
2018/ Permit
2012
Tanners Court* 24 RentalDHCD No Perpetuity
Veterans Memorial* 68 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Breshnahan Street* 35 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Connolly Terrace* 52 Rental/DHCD No Perpettity
Eastman Park* 52 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Farnsworth (103 Central St.)* | 29 Rental/DHD No Perpetuity
RockdalePark* 50 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Seeglitz School (75 Central St| 78 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Wilson Terrace* 50 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
509 Lowell Street* 8 Rental/DHCD Yes Perpetuity
347 Lowell Street* 6 Rental/CHCD No Perpetuity
LowellCrossing (349 Lowell)* | 8 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Colonial Manor* 26 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Goldberg Road* 15 Rental/DHCD Yes Pepetuity
Jacob Street* 4 Rental/DHCD No Perpetuity
Fairweather Apartments 88 Rental/HUD No 2025/extended
from 2013
Family Estates Coop 39 Rental/DHCD No 2045/extended
From 2015
Family Quarters 4 Rental/EOHHS and HUD No 2041
Peabody House 140 Rentd/HUD and MassHousing | Yes 2024
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Tannery I 173 Rental/HUD and MassHousing | No 2035/extended
from 2013

The Tannery 284 Rental/MassHousing No 2062
Penelope Elderly 48 Rental/DHCD and HUD No 2021
Citizens for Adequate Housing 2 Rental/HUD No Perpetuity
CentralStreet
Avalon Village South 309 Rental/MassHousing Yes 2042
(Cranebrook)
Lowell Steet 5 Rental/DHCD No 2054
Stoney Brook 22 Ownership/DHCD Yes 2026
Citizens for Adequate Housing 10 Ownership/HUD No 2030
Fulton, Lowe and Northend St
Juniper Mlage 15 Ownership/FHLBB Yes 2101
Upton Manor 4 Ownership/DHCD No Perpetuity
Maple Vilage Condos 5 Ownership/DHCD No Perpetuity
Park Street 8 Rental/DHCD and HUD No Perpetuity
Brown School Residences 61 Rental/MHP No 2057
55 Newbury 60 RentalMHP Yes Perpetuity
DDS Group Homes 158 Rental/DDS No NA
DMH Group Homes 33 Rental/DMH No NA
Peabody HOR Program 9 Mix/DHCD2,074 No 20172024
Peabody HOR Program 86 Ownership/DHCD No 20172031
Peabody HOR Program 36 Rental/DHCD No 20242045
TOTAL 2104 1,733 rentals or 82.3% 509 or 25%

47 or 2.2% ownership with 40B

191 or 9.1% group homes /165 | Permit

135 or 6.4%hab Program

Source: Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community DevelopXwemimber 9 2020.

* Peabody Housing Authority usit

The total number of SHI unighould soon be 2,Bgiven the following affordale units that are eligible fo

inclusion in the SHI, bringing the percentage of affordable units to 9.6%.

1 Five rental units afferrace Estateas part of a thirtyfive-unit project, required under the 1Z

ordinance.

1 Nine rental units as part of thB9 Wahut Streetproject that receied a Special Permit from the

City Council.

The Community Development Department negotiated the exchange of a no

interest, depreciating loan teehabilitate the nine units for a 2@ear affordability restriction.

= =

Two homes thawere rehabilitated as part®
Two affordable rentals in a it development at 160 Main Street, required under the 1Z
OrdinanceA latery agent has been hired to market the units

i K SCritical Repal ®rogram

1 Three affordable rentals in a 2thit development created by the Inclusionary Zoningli@ance

(1Z2) atl Main Street

1 One affordable rental unin 9 unit development subject to the Inclusionatgning Ordinace.

There are several active Chapter 40B comprehensive permitgtsdjecluding:

1 80 rental units onOak Streetat the Peabody/Lynn Elks Lodge property. Because this is 40B
rental development, all unitsvould count as part of the SHI although only 28¥%20 units
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would actually be affordable. The City has considered ttsze of this project too big for the
flood-prone site on a onsvay road among other concerns.

9 116 rentalunits as part ofThe Residences at Farm Averibat was permitted through the
GREASYRf&@ nn. ¢ LINRPOSaa GKNRdz3KP). (M Snitsawill lcaiur &4
part of the SHI.

1 133 total units as part of th&ing Residencet)B project hat involves the conversion of the JB
Thomas/Curahealth Hospital property intoorominiums. Because the project involves
homeownership, only 25% die units, or 34 units, wuld qualify for inclusion in the SHThe
City has considered the size of thigject too big for the siteamong other concerns.

These projects face an unt¢ain outcome. Considering only the LIP, if approved, wouidgbthe total
number of SHI units to 242 units or 101% based on the 2010 housing total of 22,135 wnit
Other active multifamily housing projects that are proposed to include affordablésuniclude:

9 Thirteen affordable units that are part of &4-unit homeownership development at90R
Newbury Street

1 Twentyseven affordable units to be bl as part of a &0-unit rental development at7
Dearborn Street

If all these units were built, ather 40 units would be eligible for inclusion in ti&HI, bringing the total
number of SHI units to 282 units or 103% based on the 201€ensus housing unit total. When the
2020 census figures are released, the total number of housing units is likelyrtb close to 23,000
units. With an SHI poigially as high a2,282 units, the City wouldgain fallslightly below the state®
10% affordability thresholif the total number of housing unitseaches23,000 units However, i the

[ 2

2020 censusndicates 22820 or lesshousing units the City wold be at or abovell KS a il 1SQa

affordability threshold

Other potential propertes have been discussed as possibilities for affordable housing development
including:

1 The City owns7/0 Endicott Streetwhich was the former site of the School Adminisiat
Building that had been vacant for more than a decadiae City has prpermitted an eightunit
development for this site.

Expiring Use Projects

The SHI includes units that involve affordability restrictitimat are reported to expire in the futur@nd

thus be removed from the SHI, referred to as expiring use urist examplethe units that were
NEKIFOAfAGFGSR GKNRdzAK (KS [/ A dtémafordatilidgiestycibnsNidatK I 6
will be expiring, some in the very near future.

Other projects that are listed in the SHI with affordability restrictions &t due to expire within the
relatively near future are listed in Table33. These include a total of 188 rental units, however
dzLJIRF G SR AYF2N)¥I GA 2y niiyNBEcohomic KOBveloprieht 1ASsi3tance/ Gbhpofation
(CEDAC), which monitors expirimge projects, indicates that it is likely that all of these units will remain
part of the SHI well into the future.
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The StoneyBrook project, with 22 affordable homeownershp units, is identified as expiringin 2026.
Homeownershipunits dependon the particularrestriction that runswith the units andthe term of that
restriction. StoneyBrookappearsto be a projectthat waspartof5 | / SH@UEingOpportunity Program
(HOP)that operated in the past. 51 / 5Qapter 40B guidelinesprovide the following language
regardingHOP:

Gl 2YS2 g yGppokukity Plogram(HOP)resale controls are intended to be in effect in
perpetuity. If an eligible purchasercannotbe locatedfor a HOPaffordable unit and the resale
controlslapsein accordancewith the program,the unit shallcontinueto be O 2 dzy it SR ® ¢

It is therefore unclear why the affordability of this project is listed as expiringjtandikely that these
units will also rerain part of the SHI.

Consequently, it is unlikely that any of the units listdd Table 334, besides the 104ousing rehab
units, will be eliminated from the SHbver the next 7 years The loss of these uritwould gradually
bring the SHI total dowrto a projected 2142 units or 93% basedon an estimated 2020 total census
housing count of 23,000 unitand if noHOR units wereaddedover that same periodwhich in not an
anticipated scenario

Table 334: Satus of Expiring Use Units

Name of Project Number | Affordability Status
of Units Expires
Stoney Brook 22 2026 Projectparto¥ adl 6SQa | 2 dza/

Program that supported homeownership
developments with units that were supposed
to remain affordablen perpetuity.

Peabody House 140 rentab | 2024/2039 Section 8 runs to 2039 and there is also a
Chapter 40B affordabilityestriction.
Penelope Elderly 48 rentals | 2021 This Section 202 property has a contract

renewal in 2021 which should not be a
problem. Besides the HUD use restriction, th
state has another affordability restriction as
part of the Housing Innovations FdigHIF)

loan and there is no reason for concern
regarding the extension of the affordability.

HOR/Housing Rehab | 11 20202021
Units 26 20232024
26 2025
19 2026
22 2027
314 units

Source: Massachusetts Community Economic Development Assistanceafiomp@CEDAC), the state
agency that provides some oversight on expiring use projects; October 2020.

It is also important to note tat almost 600 affordable units have had thaffordability extended
relatively recently as part of Family Estates Coojrweather Apartments, Tannery, and Tannery Il
developments.

Peabody Housing Authority Units
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Table 335 provides a breakdown of PHAIts, including the number of units and bedms. There was
a total of 346 units for the elderly and younger disabled, fE8ily units, and 26 special needs units.

In regard to units that are accessible to the handicapped, the PHA has six unitmawdrén/103
Central Street, seven at the &gitz School/75 Central Street, and oné&lroom unit at Goldberg Road
for a total of 14 handicapped accessible units.

Table 335: Peabody Housing Authority Housing Unit Wait Lists

Wait Times
Project Type** # # Bedrooms | Wait List Local/Nonlocal
Units Applicants*
Bresnahan St. | State/Elderly | 35 All I-bed units
Wilson Ter. State/Elderly | 50 All I-bed units
Connolly Ter. | State/Elderly | 52 All -bed units | 1,914 apgktants
Eastman Park | State/Elderly | 52 All 1-bed unts
Rockdale Park | State/Elderly | 50 All 1-bed units
Farnsworth State/Elderly | 29 All 1-bed units
(103 Centrabt)
Seeglitz Bldg. | State and 78 71 1beds and 7
(75 Central St.)| Federal/Elderly 2-bedunits
Section 8 3+ years/5+ years
Vets. Mem. Dr | State/Family | 68 % 2bed units
and ¥2 2ed
units 696 applicants
Tanners Ct. State/Family | 24 % 2bed units
and %2 2bed
units
Colonial Man. | State/Family | 26 4 1-bed units
22 2bed units
16 Jacobs St. | State/Family | 4 2 2bed unts
2 3bed units
Goldberg Rd. | State/Famly 15 Mix of 2 & 3
bed units
349 Lowell St. | State/DMH 8 Group home NA¢ DMH NAc¢ DMH referrals
509 Lowell St. | State/DDS 8 Group home referrals
347 Lowell St. | State/DMH 6 Group home
63 Andover State/DMH 4 Group home
Total 509

Source: Pabody Housing Authority, as of January 2, 2019.

*Applicants are served by datef application; however, as allowed by both state and federal policies,
local applicants go ahead of ndwocal applicants on the wadist, however, there are other priority
applicants including cases of emergency shelter needs, domestic abuse, and vdteraxample.

**Projects directed to seniors also serve those who are younger and disabled, typically involving
approximately 13.5%fdhe units.

PHA also administers 337 Seat8 Housing Choice Vouchers. Another 148 additional vouchers are
available fom other stateaided rental assistance programs. These rental subsidies are provided to
qualifying households renting units in theiyate housing market, filling the gap beten an established
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market rent¢ the Fair Market Rent (FMR)and a portion of hS K 2 dz& S K 2 f°Ri@férendeyisO2 Y S c
granted to applicants who are veterans or reside/are employed in Peabody, and approximatebf 60%

the voucher holders are from PeabodyOther priority applicants include the homeless, victims of
domestic abuse, thoswith significant medical emergencies, etc. There is a considerable wait for these
K2dzaAy3a @2 dz0KSNAE (K NRvdiih Listifd¢ StatéiHousing(@férredaSGHAMB).t A T S F

3.4  Priority Housing Needs

The Cityintends to continue itsfocus on increasing the supply of housing at a variety of levels of
affordability, including both rental and homeownership options. Manf the existing affordable units

are incuded in the Subsidized Housing Inventory, summarized in TaBB & rented onthe private
market through rental subsidy programs that make up the difference between a fair market rent and
what aqualifyinghoushold can afford. There are other existipgvately-owned units that, while not
subsidized, should still be preserved tioe greatest extent possible as they provide some level of
relative affordability and help diversify the housing stock.

The Citywill continueto work with private sector skeholders to devise and implement strategies that
preserve and produce a broadnge of affordable housing options. It should be noted that specific
strategies and production goals to meet priortipusing needsre detailed in Sections 5 and 6 of this
Housing Production Plan.

Based on input from a wide variety of sources includafgmographic economic and housing
characteristics and trends (Section 3312 and3.3);the/ A 1@ Qa / 2y a2t AR19feuiRedt f | vy
by HUD for federal fundindhe Master Plan 2013 Housing Production Plaamd other prior planning

efforts; the following priority housing needs have been identified:

1 Increase the number of affordable units
Given the substantial numbers of rdents who are paying too much for their hging (see
Table 331) and the gaps between the need and supply of existing hgusalculated in Tables
3-29 and 330, there is a pressing need to produce more subsidized housing units in Peabody.
The major obstele to meeting these underserved needs lie igap between the level ofeed
and the resources available

Both rental and wnership housing are needed to encourage a mix of housing types in response

to diverse housing needs. There is a clear need foatemtits for those with lowepaying jobs,

YIye Ay [/ AGeQa &aSNBAOS SO2y2Yeés: ghdsingt@d Sy O
they can afford in Peabody. Because state housing subsidy funds are almost exclusively directed
to rental housing, beasse the City might be at risk of losing t@p472rental housing units in its
Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI), and bsx#he City places the highest priority on meeting

the housing needs of its most financially vulnerable citizeéhis Housing Needéssessment
identifies the creation of newental units as the top priority.

Efforts to provide starter homes for firsime homebuyers who invest in theommunityQ a
neighborhoods are also needed. Market conditions have placed the purchase of homesl beyo
the financial means of low and moderatgcome households, and families need opportunities

15 The 2@0 Fair Market Rents {#Rs) for the Boston metropolitan area by unit simelude: efficiency = %715
one-bedroom = $1900; two-bedroom = 8,311, three-bedroom = £,88Q four-bedroom = 8,137,
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G2 Gaodz2 dzL¥ | giow. (i kfElAdseloprientA dlust& adevelopment, and the
redevelopment/reuse of existing properties in partnership with monofit organizations and
private builders offer thdest options for increasing affordable homeownership opportunities in
Peabody.

Indicators of Need for Rental Units:

Almost onefifth of all household earned less than $25,000, including-thirel of all renters.
These households can afford no more théoat $625 per month, not including utility costs,
making it extremely difficulif not impossible to find affordable market rentals without spending
too much on housing.

t SFo2R@Qa NBY (G S NHoo miek for thgir hdusitdii BadddISn/2R1Eiwaes, (
there were 7,925 renter households and of these 3,880 or 49% wereiexpeng cost burdens

in that they were spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs and of these, 1,945
or almost onequarter had severe cost burdens as they wepeiding more than half of their
income on housing.

Using the conservative tings advertised in December 2018 in internet listings, almedroom
unit renting for $1,500 would require an income of $66,000uagag $150 per month in utility
bilsand 2 dza Ay3 SELSyasSa 2F y2 Y2NB (KIy omx:
comlJr N}y 6fS G2 GKS /AGeQa YSRAlIY K2dzaSK2fR
80% of area median income level for a fpersa household in 2018. It is considerablyheg
than the median income of renter households of $39,912.

2 F
Ay C

Someone earning mimum wage of $2.00 for 40 hours per week every week during the year
would still only earn a gross income of only abou6$®0. Huseholds with two persons
earning the minhum wage would still fall far short of the $66,000 income level needed to
afford a market rent of $1,500. While there are rents that fall below this level, particularly
subsidized rents, market rents tend to beyload the reach of these lower wage earners.

Renting an apartment in the private housing market also requires a suldtamtiount of

dzLJF NBy G OF aK® az2ald FLINIGYSyGa NBIljdzANBS FTANAIDG
$1500 apartment, tha totals as much as 45500 in upfront cash an amount that many
prospective tenants do not hawavailable

Calculatios in Section 3.5 (Table 30) indicate that

There — are 2,525 rentel there has been a shortage of rental units for those in

households earning at or below
30% MFI, 1,405 who arq
spending more han half of
their income on hosding costs.
These households are likel
juggling the costs of housing
with other critical needs such a:
food and medication and
should be a major focus of the
/| AdéQa K2 dza Ay

efforts.

— ] _
Peabody HosingProduction Plan

the very lowest income levels thi a deficit of 1790
units for extremely dw-income households earning
less than 30% of area median income aaabther
1,055 units for those earning between 30% and 50% of
area median income, referred to by HUD as very-low
income households. Rental sutbgiprograms typically
target these populatins.

The 2010 vacancy rate for rental units was 5.1%,
reflecting extremely tighmarket conditions with little
unit availability besides normal market turnovemhe

P ———

Page58



2017 census estimates indicate an even lovete of 0.9%

The number ofseniors65 yearsof age and older grew by 58% between 1990 and 2010, from
6,655 to 10,520 resid#s, while the population as a whole increased by only 9.0%. Of particular
note were the frail elderly of at least age 85 who inaed by 249% during these decades. The
2017 census estimates suggest further increases of older adults to 10,988 resateht).9%

of the population.

Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) projections suggestiibae 65 years of age or
older will increaseto 16,433 residents by 2030 to cqmise almost 29% of all residents. This
represents a growth rate of 56%Cleaty housing alternatives to accommodate this increasing
population of seniorsg¢ such as more handicapped accessibility, housing withpsrtive
services, and units without sulasttial maintenance demandsshould be considered in housing
planning efforts.

More than half (8.3%) of seniors age 65 or oldgho rent were spending too much, more than
one-quarter 32.3%) spending more thab0% of their income on housing.

Most senbprs earning fixed incomes and relying substantially on Social Security findvtiet
they lose their spouse, their income may not be sufficient to afford their current housing and
other expenses.

There areypically at leasthree-yearaveragewaits for
The Council on Agintndicated | seniorsapplying to live in public housing who are from
that Peabody has beer| Peabody.

designded by the state as an
Age-Friendly Community and The Councibn Agingreceives a great mangequests
loca priorities include | for housing assistance and identifies these long waits is
resolving problems related tq @s one of the major problems thaeniors confront
transportation, social isolation when they decide they areeady to downsize. They
also suggest that some seniors who move into market
rentals in privately sponsoreddevelopments, such as
Brooksby Village or Terrace Estates, find that they are
spending through their finazial assets at a rapid rate

and affordable housing for
area seniors

given high rerg.

In 2010, the City commissioned the Affordable Assisted Living Facildy Group to explore

the feasibility of building supportive housing for seniors on the site of its Torigian Community
Life Center. Tén study described an increasingly older dindil population of lowincome
seniors many who are medically fragile. Of #sgoseniors who participated in the study, 60%
demonstrated a moderate to significant level of frailty. In such a population, a ichitbress
resulting in hospitalization, &ll with injury, or even a small shift in daily functioning would
likely seriosf @ O2YLINRYA&AS |y AYRAQDGARIZ fQa | oAfAGER

Familieswho rent were also confronting problems affording their lsing with71.%%6 and 2.9%
of small and larg familieswho earn at or below 80% of area median incomespectively,
encounering costs burdengcluding 30.3% and 23.5%espectively, paying more than half of
their income on housing.
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There were mre than 5,350 housholds whowere disabledand had some type of housing
problem, for the most part spending too much on their hagsi Of these, 4,985 or 93.2% were
earning at or below 80% of area median income. Those with disabilities are among the most
vulnerable residents in any community given th&gquent reliance on Social Security Disability
Income and difficulty in findmhousing that is not only affordable but also provides sufficient
accommodations for their disabilities.

The wait for a Peabody Hsing Authority (PHAjamily rental unit isat least three years for
Peabody residents.

Indicators of Need for OwnersHimits:
hyte odd> 2N nt dzyAda Ay GKS /AGeQa {dzmaiRA
homeowners.

About onefifth of al renters earn enough to perhaps qualifyr fdirst-time homebuyer
opportunities if they became available.

Housing remaingxpensive. A review of units that were sold between June R@cember 7,
2018indicated thatonly sevensinglefamily homes andive condominiums sold below $200,000
and weretherefore relatively affordable to those earning at or below 88%l. Additionally,

only another 11 singkfamily homes and 23 condos sold between $200,000 and $300,000
during this period. Altogether these saleepresented only 12.4% of all sales.

The median singléamily home price as of November 200&s $431,000 andvould requre a
household to earn approximately $116,278 if they were able to access 95% financing. In the
case of a 20% down payment, a lowecome of about $98,188 would be requirdthat is still
considerably higher than the median household income of $65,0&8ven the median income

for homeowners of $86,644 based on 2017 census estimates.

The median condo price was $325,000 as of Nd@am2018, requiring an income of
approximatly $95,519 with 5% down and $81,878 with the 20% down payment

In the case othe singlefamily home, there is an affordability gap of $145,000, the difference
between what the median income earning househotdild afford of $286,000 (based on 80%
financing) and the median price of $431,000.

In regard to condos, the affordalbifigap is $76,000, the difference between what the median
income earning household can afford, or $249,000 (based on 80% finaraidghedian priced
condo of $325,000.

The entry costs for homeownership force firstme homebuyers to frequently look eladere

for housing they can afford to buy or search for very limited rental opportunities. Without a
subsidized mortgage, householdave to come up with a substantial amount wbfront cash,
often up to 20% of the purchase priceblocking many who seek town a home. Credit
problems also pose substantial barriers to homeownership.
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While condo prices are lower, ¢éan bevery difficultto obtain financing for condominiums and
monthly fees raise housing expenses, limiting the amount that can be borrowed.

Prior generations have had the advantage of Gl loans and other favorable mortgage lending
options with reasonable down payments. Algoprior years the average home priceaeerage
income ratio was much lower than it is today, making homeownership raccessible. Given
OdZNNBy il SO2y2YAO O2yRAGAZ2Yyas (GKS FoAftAle (2
time homebuyeravithout subsidized ownership.

The 2010 scancy rate for homeownership units was 1.0%, reflecting extremely tight market
conditions. This rateincreasedonly modestly to 1.% based on 2017 census estimates.

Calculations in Section3®5 suggest thathiere were an estimated a deficit @940affordable
ownership units for thoseearning at or below 80% AMI and an additibrficit of 695
affordable units for those earning between 80% and 100% AMI.

t SFro2R@Qa [/ 2y a2 t-2000l rdgSifedot fédergl furiidgiidcludes a pumber of
high priority objectives, one being to improve access to affordable homeownefshifpow-
income households, defined by HUD as earning at or below 80% AMI.

t SFo2Re@Qa /[ 2dzy OAf 2y | IAY T thgirhdn®eRardifikding it Véry y & 2
challengig to keep up with increases in housing costs such as property taxes andhiitdity

Many are attached to their homes and the community, including COA services, but some are
forced to find housing that bettemeets their needs and pocketbooks elsewhere

9 Preserve the existing affordable housing stock
The City also plans to takerse action to preserve existing affordable units, whether they be
subsidized or not, to benefit low and moderatecome individuals ah families. The emphasis
will therefore be on pursuing the redevelopment and substantial rehabilitation of existing
buildings.

While the City can currently count approximatelfl@4 units as part of its Subsidized Housing
Inventory (SHI), these are onlyits that meet all of the rigorous standis of the state the big

G! ¢ FTFF2NRFIOE S dzy Al adgwKaldy 8 A QlizdyrYi2 yIf F 2NNGRF SONE]
affordable units¢ are unsubsidized and part of the private housing stock. In fact, tpriva
landlords are the greatest provider offardable housing in Peabody as many keep rents at
artificially low levels to miatain good tenants. Efforts to help property owners maintain these
fAGGES aFé FFF2NRIFIOGES dzyAdGa FNB | YIF 22N LINR 2

Additionally, many low and moderatexcomehomeowners lack sufficient resources to properly
maintain their homes and addse substandard housing conditions. Improvements should
incorporate modifications to improve handicapped accessibility and elimiestgdased paint
and housing code violationdn some cases, additional funding is required to maintain a
LINE LIS NI &atactér aswil2 NA

Indicators of Need
The number of two to fouunit structures stayed about the same from 1990 to 2010, at about
3,300 units, but declined in proportion tmtal housing units from 18.1% to 15.5% by 2010
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despite a housing growth ratef @4.1%. The 2017 census estimates suggest a modest decline in
two-family homesbut a significant increase in three to fodiamily dwvellings. This inventory of
small, multift YAf & K2YSa NBLINBaSyda | @lrfdaofS as3ay
Many of these unitsare probably more affordable, as private landlords, particularly owner
occupied ones, tend to value good tenamsd frequently maintain rentst below maket to
keep them.In addition to providing somewhat more affordable private r@sf these properties
can offeraffordable homeownership stock as well sirreeehowners benefit from rental income
that helps them ihance the property. Lenders typically edwbout 75% of the rental income
towards mortgage underwriting calculations thallowing a lower income homeowner to
purchase a home.Thus, small muliamily homes have offered important starter housing in
many communities, cities in particular.

MorethanoneF AT UK 2F t SI02R&8Qa K2dzAaAy3a AWM IE HmMO
After a slow building period right after the war, Peabody experienced a building boom with
almost 37% of its existing hang units built between 1940 and 197®e@use of the relative

age of the existing housing stock and some past trends tdsvdisinvestment, it is likely that

many units have deferred housing maintenance needs, including remnants dfdsad paint.

It is also likely that many units would beneffiom energy conservation measures that reduce
ongoing utility costs and makeniis more affordable in the lorrtprm.

Based on a 2015 HUD report, half of Peabody households earned at or below 80% of median
income with onethird earning below 50% of media Moreover, those living below poverty
levels have been increasin@hese lower income households are particularly at risk of lead paint
exposure as they are likely to reside in older housing units.

Owners @ older, existing properties tendtohav@ b SNJ Ay O02YSa (KIFy Ylye :
relative newcomers and may need fingaic assistance to make necessary home repairs.
Investorowners of multiunit properties may also require financial incentives ansisiance to

upgrade their units that are @tipied by low or moderaténcome households.

An increasingly aging populationilwhave a greater need for home modifications for the
disabled.

Peabody has a substantial population of lower income disablédarts who tend to encounter
substantial chllenges in finding housing that is both affordable and accessible.

The histore character of many housing units in Peabody, particularly in its older historic
neighborhoods, needs to be preserved but given tixpense can be a challenge for existing
owners to undertake without technical and financial assistance.

The Cityoperated a Housing Rehabilitation Program supported by Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) fundjrand hasmost recentlyfunded a Critich Repair Program€mmanaged

by the North ShoreHabitat for Humanityto provide technical and financial assistance to
qualifying property owners who require critical health and safety repairs to their haniBse

City will explore options to expand housing ablilitation opportunities to include houselds

up to 80% of the area median income.

1 Prevent homelessness
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Providing stald and affordable opportunities for those transitioning out of shelters or special
programs remains gery high priorityas everyone &s a right to a decent and stable home

Indicators of Need

¢ KS / A {réafGonsdida@& Pldor 20152019, as reqgiwed by HUD for federal funding,
emphasizes that homelessnessmainsa problem within the North Shore HOME Consortium
region. The Caosolidated Plaralso points outthat the lovest income households, particularly
those earning at or below 30% AMI and spigdtoo much for housing, are frequently living in
overcrowded and substandard conditions that are only providing steorh housingsolutions.
The number of those in this s@tion, who are most atisk of homelessness, is significant and
growing.

ThS NBIA2YQa /2y GAydzdzy 2F /I NBZ gKAOK F20dzaSa
annual Point in Time (PIT¢ensus of thehomeless. It

was determined in January 20that there were731

As stated in the HUD

| 2yazft ARl (i SDRes
are not sufficient to supprt

rents that have skyrocketed
over the past decadeand for

those households who are
able to make ends meet, the
effect of a single event sucl

homeless persons in the region, down significantly from
1,195 in 2010. Of these, 197 were single individuals
that includedelevenunder the age of 24. There were
also 161 homeless householdsth at least one child
that included 491ltotal persons. Most of these families
were living in emergency shelters.

The PIT censusalso counted 43 individuals who were

as an illness, pregnancy
divorce, or job loss can meal|
the difference between bing
housed and becoming
homeless.

living on the street with a split of 33 males and 11
females. Four of thesendividuals were found in
Peabody. Soon after thecensus, the City identified
between 16 and 18 people who were living outdoars i
Peabody. Peabody opens an overnight emergency
shelter on those nights when the temperature is
determined to be lifethreateningand has housed up to 15 people

Additionaly, a total of 153 individualsncluding 120 in families and 33 in singkerson
householdss SNB A RSYGAFASR | & Chrorchl hormealkekstirdididugisangs t S a
also suffer from the effects of subste@m abuse and/or mental illness. A studytbg National

Coalition for the Homeless indicated that about 25% of the chatigibomelesgypically have

mental health problems and 60% are drug dependent.

It should be noted thathere were 1,260 peoplejncluding540 adults and 720 children, being
temporarily sheltered in hotels or motels or other temporary situations throughthe
Consortiumin 2015. This practice of sheltering families in motels because emergency shelters
were filled has been closed.

The number and proportion of residents fhigi below the poverty level has been increasivgr
the last several decadesard the 2017 census estimates suggest a doubling of these residents

18 A chronically homelesgerson is defined as an unacapanied homeless individualith a disabling condition
who has either been comuously homeless for one (1) year or more or has had at least four (4) episodes of
homelessness in the past three (3) years.

Peabody HosingProduction Plan Page63



from 2,511 residents o4.9% of the population in 2010 to 5,156 a@@%. While such a large
increase may bguestionable, it doeslemonstratea holds.

Given the financial crisis with asopanying problems associated with high cost mortgages from
predatory lenders and unemployment, some homeowners in Peabody havthéshomes or

are confronting possible feclosure. Foreclosures have also adversely affected tenants in- multi
unit propetties who are forced to move in search of affordable housing elsewhere. Peabody in
fact has among the highest foreclosure rates ie ftate.

As Table 31 indicates, appramately7ys 2 F GKS / AGeQa {1 L dzyaita Ay d:
listed indicators of need, this Housing Needs Assessment recommends that housing production goals
incorporate acomparable focus on rentalolusing development This focus omental unit production is
alsobased on the following important considerations:

 TargettkS ySSRa 2F GKS O2YYdzyAdeQa Yz2ad @dz ySNI
means as rental housing is typically more affoldadnd requires less ufpont cash

1 Investlocalsubsidy fundsn support of greater numbers of households/occupants ovweretas

rentals turnover more regularly than ownershipits.

Provide more appropriately sized units for increasing numbers of snialeseholds.

Provide opportunities for so® & Sy A2 Nh HKRAzZ2BRE G FRSKWIISYRAY 3

their housing to réocate to more affordable and less isolated settings, opening up their homes

to families requiring more space.

1 Leverage other fundsys state and federal resources are almostlasively directed to rental
housing development, family rentals in particular.

1 Enhance the ability to qualify occupants for housing subsidies as state requirements for
including units on the SHI make it veryfidiflt for longterm homeowners to be eligle for
subsidized or assisted housing.

1 Provide opportunities for mixethcome lousing where several different income tiers can be
accommodated within the same project.

1 Allow more units to be counted as part dfe SHENnd towards annual housing produatigoals
as all units in a Chapter 40B rental development are eligible for inaluis the SHI while only
the actual affordable units can be included for homeownership projects.

=a =4

Based on annual housing productigoals of 115 units per year, based onjpoted yeasround housing
units when 2020 census figures are released, the vioilg distribution of housing goals by priority
needs are proposed:

Table 336: Summary of Housing Production Goals Based oorRyiNeeds

Type of Units Target Annual 5-Year Goals
Populations Goals
Increase the number of affordable unit: 104 520
@ 90% 0804 units
Rental housing @0% or Seniors (20%) 19 95
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94 units Individuals & Disabled (209 19 95
Families (50%) 47 235
Homeless/At risk 9 45
Populations (10%)
Firsttime homeownership 10 50
@ 10% or10 units
Preservation of existingdusing stock Mix of Rental/Ownership | 11 55
(Housing Rehab Program)
@10%of annual goal
Total 115 575
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4.  CHALLENGES TO/BEOPMENT

While Peabody has made considble progress with respect to creating affordable housing, there
continue to beformidable challenges to developing such housing including the following:

9 Limited Developable Property
Because easily developablenthis relatively rare in Peabody, vacanhdais not frequently
placed on the market and land costs are high. Most deveéy in recent years has consisted
of higher end singléamily homes or luxury apartments. Despite the high cost, demand for
these ypes of housing units continues, and deyms often argue that in order to make a
profit on developing such expensive pasties they must construct higpriced units.

The 2002 Master Plan includes a paiicased buildout analysis that examines futuresidential
development. The analysis fod that 1,260 units can be developed on vacant parcels within
the City; and apmximately onehalf of these are in subdivisions of ten lots or more. An
additional 662 units can be developed on infill lots. Thajamity of vacant land is privately
owned ad located in the R1, R1A and R1B skfgeily zoning districts, which have nrmum

lot sizes of 20,000, 15,000, and 10,000 square feet, respectively.

While these buile? dzi O2 Yy RAGA 2y & ¢ 2 dithéusir Ethdk by Roreitkas 10964 G & Q &
the pereption persists that Peabody has little vacant land. This may be in part leataumny of

the vacant parcels are located on land that would require significant and costly site work to
develop. Also, many large qgals have been held for decades by ingidns, such as the
EastmanGelatinCorporation and the Salem Country Club, anel anlikely to be developed in

the immediate future.

Moreover, it will be important to guide any future development to appropriddeations,

maximizing density in some ar@and minimizing the effects on the natural environment and
preserving open spaccorridors and recreational opportunities. Therefore, changes to the

I AdeQa %2yAy3a hNRAYl YOS ¢ At élterdouddoy &outktoast NBE ¢ KA O

Mitigation MeasuresBecause of the limited amount of developable property, it is allrtoge
important that the new units that are created help diversify the housing stock, including
providing greater affordability. ThiPlan suggests several zoning mechanigmadndate and
incentivize affordable units as well as strategies to promote niaresing choices (see Section
6.2). This Plan also recognizes that much of future new development will involve the
redevelopment ofxisting properties.

1 Zoning
As is the casin most American communities, a zoninglé or ordinance is enacted to contr
0KS dzaS 2F flFyR AyOfdzRAYy3I GKS LI GGSNya 27F K2dz
essentially established with aboutr7: 2 F G KS / AGe& Q& fuse RStillitkey SR F2
al @GSN tfly SadAYlFrGdSR (KIF G ntlublés dacantognt mastfof G0 KS  /
which is potentially developable. How the City plans for this new development, as well as
potential recevelopment of existing properties, will bleighly correlated with its land use
policies that are driven primarily by thet€iQa %2y Ay 3 hNRAYIl yOSa®
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In an effort to direct development to appropriate locations, the Zoning Ordinance allows various

types of esidential units in the following districts

R1, R1A, and RLB¢ Singlefamily residential development

R-2 ¢ Single andwo-family residential development

R-3, R4, and R5 ¢ Multi-family residential development

Allows a mix of density standards ané4Rlistricts allow more intensive muitamily
development including some commercial and retail usesidiyt. The R4 Distrct also
allows live/lwork unit§’ by special permit. The -R district allows multfamily

development by special permit of not more than average of four (4) units or eight (8)

bedrooms per acre.
MH ¢ Mobile homes

BC ¢ Central Business District that allewsome mixed residential and commercial

development or multfamily housing by special permit including live/work units.
B-N, BN2 ¢ Neighborhood Business Districts that all@imglefamily and twefamily
homes byright.

Table 41: Minimum Required Loti8es (Square Feet)/Frontage Requirements (Linear Feet)

Unit Type R-1 R-1A R-1B R-2 R-3 R4 R-5
Singlefamily homes 20,000/125 15,000125 10,000/100 | 5,000/50 10,000 | 30,000 20
Two-family homes Not allowed Not allowed | Not allowed | 7,500/50 750 sq.| 750 sq.| acres/
Multi-family structures | Not allowed | Not allowed | Not allowed | Not allowed | ft. ft./ none
bedroom | bedroom

Source: Peabodgoning Ordinance, Section 7, Table 7.2.

Mitigation MeasuresThe City has amended its Zoning Ordinance to promote smanwthr

development and affordable housing, directing development to appropriate locations,

particularly denser development, and offegitincentives for the inclusion of affordahousing.
These provisions include:

Accessory Apartmenits

Accessory apartment referred to as family accessory living areas (FALA), are allosited
building commissioner approvah all zoning districts, inatling those that do not allow new
singlefamily development. The Ordinance limits the occupancy of such units to familyparem

only and to no more than 700 square feet or 50% of the principal dwelling.

Cluster Developmetit

Cluster development, allowetly special permit, promotes a more effictense of land by
allowing the housing to be clustered while preserving sigmifieenounts of open space. Only
singlefamily home development is allowed however, where the maximum number of units is
calculated bytaking the total land area (exclusive ofigting or proposed roads and other land
not available to the developer) and ding it by the minimum lot area for the zoning district.
Frontage requirements are reduced by half or 50 feet, whichever is greater up to 50% of

17 Live/work units ae defined in Section 2 of theZ/ A y 3

18 peabody Zoning Ordine®, Section 6.7.

19 peabody Zoning Ordinance, Section 6.3.

h NR A vy | nfiaddd&cupadicy df & dwslihd uhiRafd adequate
workspaceaccessible from the living area, reserved for, and regularly used by, one or more persons residing therein. Live/work

G2

GKS 62N
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the minimum requirementdor setbacks and side and rear yards in the zoning district might be
waived bythe Planning Board. Also, up to tthirds of the minimum lot area or 6,600 square
feet, whichever is larger, might also be permdtand up to onehalf of the minimum requird
might be waived (no less than 6,000 per lot) under certain circumstanceglimglpreserving
open space and natural features of the property, providing active or passive recreation,
establishing a buffer betwee new developments or neighboring uses amd/foromoting
affordable housing

Mobile Home¥
Peabody allows mobile home wsiin its MH District that meet a number of specific
requirements.

Inclusionary Zonirtgy

The purpose of adopting inclusionary magin Peabody was to increagee supply of rental and

ownership housindgor low and moderaténcome households, to exceed the 10% affordable
housing thed K2t R dzy RSNJ (4KS adldsSQa [/ KIFILWGSNI nn. NB13
diversity and distributia of housing to meet the needs families and individuals of all income

levels. The Ordinance applies to th& RR3, R4, R5, BN, DDD and BC Dissiébr all new

residential developments (including the addition or conversion of existing buildingsytuf (8)

units or more and tahe R1, R1A and RLB Districts for devepments that produce 15 or more

units.

The Ordinance requires that a minimuwh15% of the units be setside as affordable, meeting
all state requirements under the Local Initis Program (LIP), qualifyingrfinclusion in the
Subsidized Housing Invery (SHI). Units must be provided-site, except under exceptional
circumstances approved by City Council. If the-gife affordable units are not comparable to
the marketrate units, a greater percentage affordable units are required.

TheCitpa 5SLI NIYSyd 2F /2YYdzyAide 5S@St2LIMMEY G | yR
approval and enforcement of the required affordability restrictions as well as any condominium
documents and fees. The Ordinandees not allow for the payment ilieu of the construction

of actual units by the developer. It does provide some inceatincluding some reductions in

parking and minimum area requirements. Some language related to poetdrence will also

have to ke updated in compliance with current Lodaitiative Program (LIP) guidelines.

The City alsapprovednew zoningo allownew residential development in the Northshore Mall
as part of a Residential Overlay Distrigth a 2% affordability requirement

This Housing Production Plan includes a hamof additional strategies that are directed to
reforming local zoning requig&y a ' yR YI 1 Ay3 GKSY GFNRARSYRE ASNE
housing and smart growth developmentThese strategies include nifdng the inclusionary

zoning, cluster deslopment ordinance; promoting nontraditional housing models that provide
greater housing choices to meet local needs; and pursuing 40R/40S smart growth zoning and
mixeduses in otheappropriate areas. (see Seaii6.2).

20 peabody Zoning Ordinance, Section 6.10.
21 peabody Zoning Ordinance, Section 6.11.
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1 Transportation
Peabody is locatedt the intersection of three major transportation corridors includirgPb, }
95, and U.S. Route 1. The closest Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority (MBTA) commuter rail
station islocated in Salem, providingefuent service to and from Boston. Busweg is also
available through the MBTA, which operates an express bus to thmaiket area of Boston
and others involving destinations to and from the Liberty Tree Mall in Danber§alem Depot
and Lynn. Patransit bus service for the elderly andsdbled is also provided by The Ride,
operated by the MBTA in Peabody. &iperated transportation services are also provided for
seniors through the Council on Aging.

It should dso be noted that 81% of workerdrove alone to work (down from 85% in 20,1
another 7.9% carpooled (up from 7.5% in 2010) and 3.6% used public traaigpofup from
2.3%). The average commuting time was 26.5 minutes, suggesting employment opp@tunitie
were typically located eithen Peabody or nearby on the North Shore.

Owning and maintaining a car is beyond the means of many low and modacame
households. Continued efforts to direct housing in areas that are closer to public transportation
and expand transportation to sumpt growth areas will be a required compameof a
coordinated service delivery system.

Mitigation Measures:One of thestrategies included in this Housing Plan is to continue to
promote mixeddza S al 62 @S (i K 8nt thak Basdbe pR&EASIdreludvig at least
some reliance on the autonobile (see strategy 6.6). Opportunities to direct development to
areas thatare most conducive to higher densities, in that they are closer to the Downtown and
other commercial eeas may serve to reduce trarmpation problems somewhat.

T Community Pereptions
Development proposals often run into community opposition for a varityeasons including
increased traffic, aesthetic concerns, impact on the school population, percesed by the
City, etc. Whilghese issues are generally resolved dutting permitting process, they tend to
slow the pace of development.

Mitigation Measures:Peabody will continue to provide ongoing community outreach to better
inform local leadersand residents on the issue affordable housing, to help dispel negative
stereotypes, provide wpo-date information on new opportunities and to garngwolitical
support (see details on this strategy in Section 6.ITB)s Housing Production Plan aldtets

an excellent opportunitto showcase the issue of affordable housipgoviding information to
the community on local needs and proactive measucameet these needs.

It will be important to continue to be sensitive to community concerns and igeov
opportunities for residentso not only obtain accurate information omousing issues, whether
they relate to zoning or new development, but have geuopportunities for input. Moreover,
this Plan proposes that the City hold at least annual housimgmits to provide forums footal
leaders to share information about thetatus of affordable housing initiatives to better promote
municipal communicabn and cooperation in the implementation of various strategies as well
as for local leaders to obtairongoing training related to &rdable housing. Better
communication though cable access programming and social media is also proposed.
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1 Limited Subsitks
As the City continues to explore opportunities to be proactive in the creation of affordable
housng, it is faced with wideningff@rdability gaps between the incomes ofsidents and
increasing housing costéJnder current budgetary constraints, gunlikely that the City will be
able to provide substantial amounts of local funding for affordableuding projects.
Neverthelessthe City is committed to keeping a balanoetween maintaining basic services on
limited funds while continuing to work tosvd the longterm goals of creating affordable
housing and improving the quality of life for Peabodgidents.

Mitigation Measures This Housing Plan provides guidance ore thse of Community
Preservation Funds, CDBG and other funding for affordablaitmpinitiatives that will enable

the City to strategically invest its limited resources in supportthaf production of new

affordalde units to leverage other public and prieafunding sources and boost the local
economy.

1 Infrastructure
While the Cit® zoning does not prevent the development of affordainiiced units on vacant
land, most potentiallydevelopable vacant parcels asebject to infrastructure issues, includin
GKS I @FrAfFroAfAGE 2F ¢ 4§SNE LINBe andiNBasedaryfficti KS / A
on already overburdened roads. The Downtown in particular has been proridding,
seriously challengingxisting properties, new development andriastructure.

Mitigation Measures:¢ KS / A G @ Q& 5 SLJ NI Y®qlites d&Welopmens ftohA O { SN
address the impact they will have on the infrastructure so that new projdotsiot place an

undue strain onCity services. Occasionally, proposedjguts cannot mitigate the negative

effects of development, particularly thoseqmosed for sites that are located on marginal land

or in neighborhoods with a history of infrastruceuproblems. In such cases, tGéy withholds

approval.
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5. AFFORABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION GOALS

The Massachusetts Department of Housing and Caonitpy Development (DHCD) introduced the
Planned Production Program in December 2002, in accordande regfulations that were meantot
provide municipalities with greater locabntrol over housing development. Under the Program, cities
and towns were regired to prepare and adopt a Housing Plan that demonstrated the production of an
increase of .75% ovesne year or 1.5% over twgears of its yearound housing stock eligibléor
inclusion in the Subsidized Housing Invent8ryt DHCD certified that thiocality had complied with its
annual goals or that it had met twgear goals, the City could, througis Zoning Board of Appeals,
potentially deny what it considered inapprogpte comprehensive permit applications for one or two
years, respectivels?

Changes to Chapter 40B established some new réfleSor example, Planned Production Plans are now

referred to as Housing Production aRk. Moreover, annual goals changed fron7S% of the

02 Y Y dzy A (rdufdihousifglstddk to 0.50%, meaning that Peabailhave to now produce at

least 111 affordable units to meet annual production goals, still a faabied challenge. If the City

produces 222 affordable units in any calengtaar, it will have a tweyear period during which it will be

ableto likelydegn n. I LILJX AOFGA2ya GKFG Ad RSGSNNAYySa R2 y2i
ability to appel the decision.

Based on prjected growth through about March 2020 wihehe census figures atgpically compiled,

that is informed by building permiactivity and pipeline developmentt is likely that the yeatround

housing figure will increase fro2,135unitsto ho more thanabout 23,000units, which wouldsuggest
an ncrease in the annual housing production goal to about 115 units per §erould also result in the
City coming very close to the 10%ffordability goal, at about 9.9%,ssuming o further faltoff of

expiringuse units andhe development of the potenal projects listed under Section 3.3

Using the priority needs established $action 3.4 and the strategies summarized under Section 6, the
City of Peabody has developed a Houdtngduction Program to chart faffdable housing activity over
the next five (5) years. The projected goals are best guesses at this time, and thkeéyitlibe a great
deal of fluidity in these estimates from year to year. The goals are based lamgalhye following
criteria:

1 Ata minimum, at least fifty percent (50%) thfe units that are developed on publiebwned
parcels should be affordable taouseholds earning at or below 80% of area median income.
The rental projects will also target housstls earning at or below 60% afea median income
and lower depending uposubsidy program requirements. It should also be noted that the City

22 Massachusetts General Law ChaptéB, 760 CMR 31.07 (1)(i).

23 1f a community has achieved certification withis days of the opening of the local hearing for the comprehensive permit,
the ZBA shall provide written notice to the applicant, with a copy HCD, that it considers that adial of the permit or the
imposition of conditions or requirements would bersistent with local needs, the grounds that it believes have been met, and
the factual basis for that position, including any necessary suppattieementation. If the applicg wishes to challenge the

Z ! Qa [aaSNIA2ysx Al Y deatide tcRBHCDE @ith & éopyltdN: ABARtKIrH15 dapdhofiits @okipt of the
Y%, 1 Qad y20A0SzZ AyOftdzZRAY3A | ye REDsIerién tiematgrigbadedsbyAadipaties A G a L2 2
andissue a decision within 30 days of its receiptibimaterials. The ZBA shall have the burden of proving satisfaction of the
grounds for asserting that a denial or approval with conditions wdngldconsistent local needs, pridled, however, that any
failure of the DHCD to issue a timely decision shatldemed a determination in favor of the municipality. This procedure shall
toll the requirement to terminate the hearing within 180 days.

24 Massachusetts General Law ChaptéB} 760 CMR 56.00.
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can provile CPA assistance to subsidize units for those earning between 80% and 100% of area
median income, so®@ G A YSa NBFSNNBR K2 dz Ryhade agderyisid
cannd count as part of the Subsidized Housing Inventory.

91 Projections are based omo fewer than four (4) units per acre. However, given specific site
conditions and financial feasiltyt it may be appropriate to direase or increase density as long
as projets are in compliance with state Title 5 and wetlands regulations.

1 Becausehousing strategies include development on privatelyned parcels, production will
involve projects spnsored by private developersitough the standard regulatory process or
tKS GFNASYRf&¢eé O2YLINBKSYaAdS LISN)YA thede)NwaieS a a ®
developers to findune proposals to maximize their responsiveness to community intersd
to increase affordabilit to the greatest extent feasible, potentlia infusing funding from the
CPA, CDBG, HOME or the proposed Affordable HotligisgFund where appropriate.

1 The projections involve a mix of rental and ownership opportunitlest treflect the priority
housirg needs in the Housing Needs Assessmen¢ Section 3.4) with most of the units
directed to rentals. The City will workittv developers to promote a diversity of housing types
targeted to different populations with housingeeds including families, oldedults and other
individuals with specialeeds to offer a wider range of housing options for residents.
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Table 51: Pedoody HousingProduction Program

Strategies by Year Affordable Ineligible for SHI Total # Unis*
Name/Housing Type Units < 80% AM

Year 1¢ 2021
The Residencesof Far | @Sy dzSk k | 116 0 116
nn. EkNBY Gl FF
Critical Repair Program/homeowneiph 5 0 5
Inclusionary zoning/160 Main Street/ 2 10 12
homeownership
Inclusionary zoning/190R NewbuBjreet/ 13 51 64
Rental
Inclusionary zoning/7 Dearborn Street/ rent] 27 153 180
Subtotal 163 214 377

Year 2¢ 2022
Catified under Year 1
Development of Citpwned property- 70 1 7 8
9YRAO2G0G {G®keéFNASY
40B development ash nontraditional housing 25 0 25

models¢ mixeddza S a! 62 @S (|
housing/rental**

Inclusionary zoning/rental 9 51 60

Crtical Repair Program/homeownership 15 0 15

Subtotal 50 58 108
Year 3¢ 2023

Certified underYear 1

G CNA Sy Rf @pmentrerta™R S @S| 29 0 29

Nontradtional housing modelg group home| 8 0 8

/special needs rental housj

Nontraditional housing modelsadaptive 9 0 9

reuse/rentals**

Inclusionary zoning/homeownership 12 68 80

Nontraditional housing modelsd ! 6 2 @9 12 0 12

the{ K2 LJ¥ | Wdtkdpacirenfalk*@ S «

40R/40S zoning/rental** 35 0 35

Critical RepaiProgram/homeownership 15 0 15

Subtotal 120 68 188
Year 4¢ 2024

GCNASYRf@ nn. é RS@S|60 0 60

Nontraditionalhousing modelg, cottagestyle 9 51 60

development in pocket neighbortoal/

Ownership (also involving changes to clust]

Development odinance)

Nontraditional housing modelsé ! 6 2 @9 22 0 22

i KS { K 2-udée developnieit/rental

Convert existing housing longterm 6 0 6

affordability/homeownership

Nontraditionalhousing modelg group home| 8 0 8

/special needs rental

Accesory apartments/rental 0 10 10

Critical Repair Program/homeownership | 15 0 15
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Subtotal 120 61 181
Year 5¢ 2025

40R/40S zoing/homeownership 10 30 40

Nontraditional housing models serior 75 0 75

congregate housing with services/rental**

Nontraditional housing modelg group home| 5 0 5

/special needs housing

Convert existing housing to lofigrm 10 0 10

affordability/homeownersip

Inclusionary zonigdhomeownership 8 42 50

Accesspy apartments/rental 0 10 10

Critical Repair Program/homeowrsip 15 0 15

Subtotal 123 82 205

Total 576 483 1059

* The total number of units includes market rate units in addition to tfferdable and SHI ineligible es.
** All units in a Chapter @B rental development count as part of the SHI.uAits in a Chapter 40R rental
development can also count in the SHI if the ordinance includes this requirement.
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6. HOUSING STRATEGIES

The straegies outlined below are deride primarily from the 2002 Master Plan, 2013 Housing

PNBE RdzOGAZ2Y tfly> | 2dzaAy3d bSSRa !'aaSaavySyid Ay {SOi.
in promoting affordable housing to dates avell as those of other compedsle localities in the area and

throughout the Commonwealth. The strategies areugred according to those that build local capacity

to promote affordable housing and priority housing needs. A summary of these actiomuieih in

Table 11.

The straegies also reflect state req@ments that ask communities to address all of thioiving major
categories of strategies to the greatest extent applic&ble:

9 Identification of zoning districts or geographic areas in whith municipality proposes to
modfy current regulations for theurposes of creating affordable housing developradnt
meet its housing production goal;

0 Pursue 40R/40S smart growth zoning and othegrtay districts (strategy 6.2.2

9 Identification of speific sites for which the munpality will encourage the filig of
comprehensive permit projects;
0 tNBEY2(SRe GFNASYRSOSt 2LSyd 6aiGNIiS3e cdu o
0 Make suitable public property available for affordable housing (strategy)6.2.
o Promote nontraditional hosing models (strategy 63).

1 Characteristics of proposed rdsntial or mixeeuse developments that would be feered by
the municipality;

0 Pursue 40R/40S smart growth zoning and other overlay districts (strate@y 6.2.

o0 Promote nontraditional housing medk (strategy 6.5)

o Consider banges to the cluster developmeordinance to better promote affordable
housing (rategy 6.26)

0 As indicated in strategy 64.the City should explore the acquisition of property and
work with developers to create affordé&bhousing in line with smartrgwth principles

including:
I The redevelopment of existing structures,
9 Infill sitedevelopment,
1 Development of housing with existing or planned infrastructure,
9 Parcels large enough to accommodate clustered housing,
1 Mixeduse properties in the downtown, \lage areas or along commercial

corridors, and
9 Buffer between adjacent properties.

1 Municipally owned parcels for which the municipality commits to issue requests for proposals to
develop affordable housing.

25 Massachisetts General Law Chapter 40B, 760 CMR 56.03.4.
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0 Make suitablepublic property available faaffordable housing (strategy ®.4)

1 Participation in regional collaborations addseng housing development
o Promote existing regional housing programs and services directed to assisting residents
(strategy 6.1.2)
o Participaton in the North Shore HOME Consum and
Gloucester/HaverhilBalem/Essex Countyontinuum of Care

ltshouldbe/ 2 G SR GKFG | YF22N) 321t 2F G4KAa tftly Aa yz2i
goal under Chapter 40B, but to also addréss wide range of local nheedsConsequently, there are

instarces where housing initiatives might be promoted teeimthese needs that will not necessarily

result in the inclusion of units in the Subsidized Housing Inventory (examples potentially ihelude t
promotion of accessory apanents, mixedncome housing thh Ay Of dzZRS&a aO2YYdzy Al @
G ¢ 2 N T2 NEuSits, kil giehtigl Support for mobile homs)

Within the context of these compliance issues, local needs, existing resources, afitrdabi
requirements and housingogls, the following housing stregies are proposedlt is important to note

that these strategies are presented as a package for the City to prioritize and process, each through
the appropriate regulatory channels. Moreove, these actions present oppamities to judiciously
invest finding to subsidize actual unit production (predeghent funding and/or subsidies to fill the

gap between total development costs and the affordable rent or purchase prices) and leverage
additional resources, modify or creanew local zoning provisionand development policies, help
preserve the existingffordable housing stock, and build local capacity.

6.1 Strategies That Build Local Capacity to Promote Affordable Housing

Peabody is a smlatity and, unlike many largemes, does not have substanti&thte or federal funding

to support local housingnitiatives on an ongoing basis. Nevertheless, Peabody has long had a local
structure in place to coordinate housing activities.

For examplg { K SDegattmest 6f £Lomumity Development and Plannidgda G KS / A& Qa OKA
and development agencyThe Department staff develops plans, policies, programs and projects related

G2 GKS /A0eQa LIKeaAOlft RSJSdablehoSsyid) Ristobcpresedion A O RSO
and environmental conseation. In regard to affordable housing, the Deparmhdas administered a

Housing Rehabilitation Program directed to qualifying property owners who need financing and
technical assistance to makecessary home improvement€uts in CDBG and HOME Progfanding

have caused the City to shift its priority investor owners of rental units that are occupied by inceme

eligible tenants in an effort to retain this very vulnerable yet still affordabhtal housing stock.

The Rpartment of Community Developamt and Planning also staffs the Peabody Community
Development Authority (CDA) that is responsible for overseeing urban renewal and community
development planning and implementation and admiarst a Business Loan ProgramhisTProgram
finances fixed assg that create job opportunities and add to the thase. Moreover, the Department

staffs the North Shore HOME Consortium and Gloucester/Haverhill/Salem/Essex County Continuum of
Care (CoC).

26 Community housing generally refers to units directed to those earning between 80% and 100% AMI, whereas workforce
housing refers to units directeto those earning between 80&nd 120% AMI or even highdt still priced out of the private
housing market
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The City of Peabody also appravéhe Community Preservation Aowvhich provides important local
funding for afforéble housing’ In November 2001, Peabody residents adopted the Community
Preservéion Act with a surcharge of 1%. Between 2002 and 201&6%1100 had been allocated to
housingrelated activities, 12.% of the total CPA allocation of $13,069,725 dutha period.

Other local and regional entitidst 82 062f aGSNJ 6KS / AdéQa K2dzaAy3d STT:
City. These entitie have included the Peabody Hsing Authority, Habitat for Huamity of the North

Shore, and Citizens for Adequatieusing (CAH), but other capable entities, including developers and

service providers, are also interested in working with the City in théementation of this Housing Ria

and have been involved in hplanning process. These organizations are destitbAppendix 1.

ThisHousing Production Plaa A f £ | f a2 o022ad GKS /AdeQa OF LI OAGe
provides the necessatylueprint for prioritizing andmplementing affordable housminitiatives based

on documented local needs, commity input and existing resources. The Plan will also provide
important guidance on how to invest local funding for housing and serve amprebensive resource

on housingssues in Peabody that can Eadily updated as necessary.

To further build lochcapacity to meet local housing needs and production goals, the City will explore
the following activities. While such actions do not dinggroduce affordable units, thyehelp build
important local spport for new affordable housing initiatives.

6.1.1 Establishand Capitalize a Municipal Affordable Housing Trust Fund

Timeframe: Years 12
Responsible Partiedvlayor and City Council

Curent Status:On June 7, 2005he Municipal Affordable Housinfrust Fund Act was enacted, which
simplified the pocess of establishing housing funds that are dedicated to subsidizing affordable housing.
The law provides guidelines on what trusts can dd allows communities to colle¢unds for housing,
segregatethem out of the general budget into an affordableusing trust fund, and use these funds
without going back to City Council for approval. It also enables trusts to own and manage real estate,
not just receive and disburserids. The law further requirdgbat local housing trusts be governed by at
least afive-member board of trustees, appointed and confirmed by City Council. Per statute, the Mayor
must be one of the members of the Trust. \Whihe new trusts must be in aapliance with Chapter

30B, thelaw which governs public procurement as well as jmubidding and construction laws, it is
likely that most trusts will opt to dispose of property through a sale or@ng lease to a devel@r so

as to clearly differenti@ any affordable housing devmiment project from a public construction one.

27 In September of 2000, the Community Preservation Act (CPA) was enacted to provide Massachusetts cities and towns with
another tool to conserveopen space, preserve historfiroperties and provide affalable housing. This enabling statute
established lhe authority for municipalities in the Commonwealth to create a Community Preservation Fund derived from a
surcharge of up to 3% of the propertgxt with a corresponding stateatch of up to 100% funded thugh new fees at the
Registry of Deeds and Landu@to Once adopted the Act requires at least 10% of the monies raised to be distributed to each of
the three categories (open space, historic gnestion and affordable housifigallowing flexibility in @tributing the majority

of the money to any of thehree uses as determined by the community. The Act further requires that a Community
Preservation Committee of five to nine members be establisliepresenting various boards committees in the commudity,

to recommend to the legislative body, in thiase the City Council, how to spend the Community Preservation Fund.
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TheQty of Peabody has collected funding to support affordable housing through its inclusionary zoning
requirements that previously allowed dewglers to pay cash ilieu of canstructing actual units. While

this cashout payment option has been eliminated the ordinance,over $1 million in funding was
raised Over four hundred thousand went to assist Habitat for Humanity to acquire three abaddo
parcels to create eight affdable homeownership units; ghremainingundswere used to help fund the
presenation of the affordability of the units at Tannery .

Some communities have decided to commit CPA funding on an annual basis to Housirguidss
without targeting the @inding to any specific initiate. For example, the Towns of Grafton and Sudbury
have been directing 10% of their annual CPA allocation to their Trust Funds. The Trusts are encouraged
to apply for additional CPA funds fdrl6 OA T A O LINE owOMedtidy funde®ifs Halsiny&SQ a ¢
with $700,000 of Community Preservation funglfinom its community housing reserves. The Town of
Harwich has committed lease payments from its cell tower as well as sale proceeds of-awioed
property (fetching moreghan a million dollars) to itslousing Trust Fund.

Next Steps:The Peabody Citgouncil shouldconsiderestablislinga Municipal Affordable Housing Trust
Fund througha City bylawand appoint members of the Board of Trusse It is advisable that the tZi
supplement its formal requégo establish a Housing Trust with further inforraat to educate residents

and other local leaders on the benefits of the Trust. Detailed information on forming a Municipal
Affordable Housinglrust Fund is included in a igaebook prepared by the Massaadetts Housing
Partnership?®

This Housing TrustwiR A SNIBS +a (GKS /AdeQa LISNXYIySyd O2YYAll
the implementation of the Housing Production Plan, managing tfferdable Housing Trust Fund,

defining policy issues that ard y (G KS LJdzot A O Ay (i SNEBalphentar&ipA y 3 | 2
committee, and working with the Planning Board on establishing new zoning to promote affordable
housing. This entity would be d$tad by the Department of Commmity Development and Planning.
Importantly, it could also be the vehicle for reinbducing a Housing Rehabilitation Program similar to

the one that operated a number of years agé.

The Mayor, with staff support from the Dagiment of Community Developmeérand Planning, will work
with City Council to obtain approval to establish the Bady Affordable Housing Trust and appoint
members to the Trust. While not required under statute, it is recommended that the new Board of
Trustees execute a Declaration @fust that will be recorded athe Registry of Deeds to provide a
record of the esdblishment of the Trust, including its powers and authority.

The Housing Trust should also consider establishing Housing Funding Guidbhhesrticulate the
housing gals, eligible activities and ffiding priorities of the Trust. The City of Bevédudg a good model
for such Guidelines.

Once established, the Peabody Affordable Housing Trust will discuss the prospects of securing CPA
funding on an annual basis with th€ommunity Preservation Commitgein an amount at least
equivalent to the minimal amual allocation for affordable housing or 10%. This funding would also
require City Council approval.

Bal aal OKdzaSidda 1 2dzaAy3 t I NIy SNRE KudeBbok:Havdiry Bndsion JSHaGéet SupmR | 6 f S | 2
and Succeed vl K hdzNJ / 2 YYdzy A (i 8653 B8 SR 2mdza A y 3 ¢ NHza
29 CPA funds could not be used unless a property was acquired or built with CPA funding.
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Developers may also contribute to théousing Fund through negotiatis on comprehensive permit
projects or other local developments. Developers makditamhal contributions to these funds if the
profits are more than the 20% allowed under Chapter 40B.

Resources Requiredfhe process of ceding the Affordable Housing st Fund is relatively
straighforward and can be coordinated by the Departmentmmunity Development and Planning in
concert with the Mayor and City Council. Once established, it will be incumbent upon the City to
suppot efforts to capitalize the Fuhincluding a designated amouat CPA funding per year in support

of affordable haising initiatives. Other resources include staff time from the Department of Community
Development and Planning and the donated time of vigdens to serve as members of@éhHousing
Trust.

6.1.2 ConductOngoing Community Outreach and Education

Timeframe Years 12
Responsible PartieSponsors of affordable housinglated initiatives including the proposed Housing
Trust

Current StatusBecause most of the housing steggies in this Housing Plan redy local approvals,
including those of City Counctommunity support for new initiatives has and will continue to be
essential. Strategic efforts to better inform residents and local leaderghe issue of affordable
housing and specific new initiatg can build support by generating a greater undarding of the
benefits of affordable housing, reducing misinformation, and dispelling negative stereotypes. These
outreach efforts are mutud beneficial as they providesaful information to communityesidents and
important feedback to local leaders @oncerns and suggestions.

It should benoted that federal funding through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and
HOME Programsequire substantial local outreh to notify residents on locglans for investing these
funds and obtain feedbaclCitizen participation is key to obtaining these funds.

The Department of Community Development and Planning hetdiblic meeting ordunel0, 2019to
ensure important aiic engagement of local leadeasd community residents ithe preparation ofthis
Housing Plan

Next Steps:The City of Peabody has sponsored opportunities for such input ipakebutwill boost
community education effrts. The presentation of thidousing Production Plan offeas opportunity to
bring attention to the issue of &drdable housing, providing information on housing needs and
proposed strategies that can help attract community support for affordable hguigitiatives. Other
educationopportunities include:

1 Forumson specific new initiatives
As the City develops me housing initiatives, the sponsoring entity will hold community
meetings to insure a broad and transparent presentation of these effortdhierdocal leaders
and residens. These meetings not only mide important information on what is being
proposedbut also offer opportunities for feedback.

1 Housing summits
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Most communities lack an effective mechanism for promoting regular communicatizong
relevant municipal boardand committees on issues retat to affordable housing. Having a
forum to share mformation on current housing issues will help foster greater collaboration
among these entities. Additionally, inviting residents can healjildbcommunity interest,
improve communication and garner supy.

91 Public information on existing programs asatvices
High housing costs are still creating problems for lower income residents. For example, renters
continue to confront difficulties fiding safe and decent rental it and some are at risk of
homelessness. Owners, including older residents livimg fixed incomes, are finding it
increasingly difficult to afford the costs associated with taxes, energy costs, insurance and home
improvemers; and some are faced with feclosure. Additionally, somdder adults and those
with special needs require hditapped adaptations, home repairs and special services to help
them remain in their homes. It would be beneficial for the City, througtD#partment of
Community Develoment and Planning, to get theoxd out about programs and services that
might assisexisting renters and support current or prospective homeowners, including referrals
to technical and financial resources related to makiegaed property improvements, deicing
the risk of foreclosureaccessing firstime homebuyer information, etc. &m important local
and regional agencies and organizations (summary information on these programs and services
is included in Appendix 3). Bhtan be accomplished by enhang 3 (G KS / whichQa 6So
already hasa link to the North Shore/Cape Ann ComniynResource Manual that includes a
section on housing services.

1 Enhanced use of Public Access Television
The City has used local public ees television to provide covage of local events and key it
meetings. The Department of Community Developmantl Planning has in fact used such
media coverage for its public meetings, including meetings on this Housing Plan. The City should
arrangefor continued coverage of spetimeetings that focus on affdable housing.

The City might also consider doingog programs that focus on the missions of various City
departments. For example, the Town of Needham taped -anitfute program on its Zonm

Board of Appeals that involdean interview of the Chair. KTA & LINP ANI Y A& Ay Of dzR
website and isalso being looped through regular programming to access many residents. The

Town is considering doing comparable programs on the PlanningdBarad Conservation
Commissioras well.

9 Educational opportuties for board and committee members
Local boards sin as the Community Preservation Committee, Zoning Board of Appeals,
Planning Board, proposed Housing Trust (see strategy 6.1.1) and oteessied local leaders
would beencouraged to receive ongoingatning on affordable housing issues. Well advised a
prepared board and committee members are likely to conduct City business in a more effective
and efficient manner. New members without ificant housing experience wti benefit
substantially from eme training and orientation. Moreover, requiremarikeep changing and
local leaders must remain dp-date. Funding for the development of staff will also help keep
key professionals informeaoin important new developmentdest practices and regulations

¢KS ! YAOSNEAGE 27F alzan®Plathé dzaisng Cellab&rdive JOPEC) @fgr a  / A
classes periodically throughout the year and will even provide customized training sessions t
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individual communities. Th#assachusetts Housing Partneigttonducts its Massachusetts
Housing Institute atdast annually, which are held to help local officials better understand the
affordable housing development process and play a more effectite in initiating and
implemening local solutions to increasl housing choices. Other organizations and agsncie
such as DHCD, MHP, CHAPA, and the Community Preservation Coalition, also provide
conferences and training sessions on a wide variety okimguissues that would be uséfior

local officials and staffersons to attend. In addition, there are numeroumstten resources for
f20rftAGASAD C2NJ SEIYLX S 51/5 KI a LINB LJ- NB R
communities on the development press, MHP has many technical dgs for localities, and
CHAPA &s a wide variety of reports on many issues relaeéaffordable housing as well. The
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs and also has an online Smart Growth
Toolkit that inclales a number of model bylaws pyomote greater housing diveity and smart

growth development.

Required Resourse Donated time of local leaders and staff to attend important community education
and outreach activities. Some additional funding wouldrneeessary for the proposed brmgre and
enhancementofthe Gt Q& ¢6So0aAldS a 6Stf I/éonférehoeS 2F GKS GNIF Ay
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6.2  Strategies That Address Priority Housing Needs

As discussed in Section 3.4, based on input from a wide variety of sounohsling
demographic and hotisg characteristics and trendéSection 3.1 and 3.2), the Five Year
Consolidated Rh 20152019 for the North Shore HOME Consortium and City of Peabody
required by HUD, and prior planning efforts, three priority housing nesdse identified
including:

1. Increase the number of affordale units
2. Preserve the eisting affordable housig stock
3. Prevent homelessness

LG aK2dZ R 0SS y2GSR GKIFG GKS AyaSyid 2% GKAa tfly
goal underChapter 40B, but more importdg to serve the range of locakeds as articulated in

these three priority housigineeds. Consequently, there are instances where housing initiatives

might be promoted to meet these needs that will not necessarily reautte inclusion of units

in the Subsidized Housing Inventorgxémples potentially include the promotion of acoays

apartments or mixeh y 02 YS K2dzaAy3a (KIFG AyOfdzRSa aO02YYdz.
K 2 dz& A ¥ £ Modeyedmimanly, housing affordability being referred to as eithdr A G Gt S & I €
affordability, meaing that the units do not meet all state requiremerfor inclusion in the

{dzo0 AARAT SR 1 2dzaAy3 Ly@Syi2NER o{I1 L0 odzi adGAff
affordability for those units thiacan be counted as part of theHI and towards annual housing

production goals. The City will also encourage tgwers to incorporate universal design and

visitability standards, particularly given the high number of seniors and those with special needs

in the community.

This HousindProduction Plan includes hougi strategies that address each of these specific
priority needs as described below. It should be noted that most of these strategies involve
dedicated staff time from the Department of CommiynDevelopment and Planning.

PRIORITY HOUSING NEEDntrease the number of affordable units

As noted in Seain 3.4, given the substantial numbers of residents who are paying too much for their
housing and widening affordability, there is a pressiagdto produce more affordableousing units in
Peabody. Botlaffordable rental and ownership units are neededettcourage a mix of housing types in
response to diverse populations with varying housing needs. There is a clear need for rental units for
those with lowerpaying jobs, man Ay /[ A (& Qa adadehdoteriBgOs2rigds difliclity o K
finding housig that they can afford in Peabody. Because state housing subsidy funds are almost
exclusively directed to rental housing and because the @itges the highest priority omeeting the
housing needs ofts most financially vulnerable citizens, the creatiof new rental units is the top
priority.

30 Community housing generally refers to units dirett® those earning between 80%nd 100% AMI, whereas
workforce housing refers to units directed to those eaqibetween 80% and 120% AMI or even higher in some
places, but still priced out of the private housing market.
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6.21 Modify the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance

Timeframe: Years 12
Responsible PartyPlanning Board

Current Statusinclusionary zoning is not théher bullet for all affordable housing problems,thuis a

viable tool for promoting affordable housing as part of future development efforts, adopted by more
than onethird of all communitis in Massachusetts. As notedSection 4, the City of Peaboddopted
inclusionary zoning to increase the supplyrental and ownership housing for levand moderate
AyO2YS K2dzaSK2f Ras (G2 SEOSSR (KS wmm: | ief 20BR| 0 f ¢
regulations, and to erourage a greater diversity angdistribution of housing to meet the needs of
families and individuals of all income levels. The Ordinance applies to-#hdRB, R4, R5, BN, DDD

and BC Districts for all new residentialvé®pments (including the addiin or conversion of existing
buildings) of 8 units or more and to thelRR1A ard R1B Districts for developments that produce 15

or more units.

The Ordinance requires that a minimum of 15% of the units in a developbeesttaside as affordable,
meeting all state requirements uter the Local Initiative Program (LIP), qualifyiagifclusion in the
Subsidized Housing Inventory (SHI). Units must be providesitnexcept under exceptional
circumstances approved bytZiCouncil. If the ofite afordable units are not compardd to the
marketrate units, a greater percentage affordable units is required.

¢KS /AleQad 5SLINILIYSYy(ld 2F /2YYdzyAile 5S@St2LISyd |
and enfacement of the required affordaility restrictions as well asny condominium documents and

fees. The ordinancergviously allowed for the payment-reu of the construction of actual units by the
developer, but this provision was revoked some years agbe ordinance also does notircently

provide density bonuseor other incentives for the inclusion of the affiable units.

Next Steps:The Planning Board, with staff support from the Department of Community Development
and Planning, should revighe inclusionary zoning ordinae and make appropriate revisis to better
promote affordable housing. From lesso learned in Peabody and in other communities with
inclusionary zoning provisions, the following recommendations are offered:

1 Make sure thaincentives are sufficient to ake development feasible

1 Clarify rules to ensure predictability for developers asmnpliance with state requirements

91 Incorporate density/intensity bonuses
Studies on inclusionary zoning indicate that mandatory provisiomspled with strong
incentives @ most effective in promotingffordable housing. As was the case with the eash
out provisions, density bonus measures were also eliminated from the Peabody inclusionary
zoning ordinance.

It is important to provide suffient incentives to developers tmake sure that the incorporain

of affordable units will be financially feasiblencentives also reduce the risk of litigation from
RSOSt2LISNBE ¢K2 OflAY GKFG OGKS YIyRFEG2HNE 2Ry Of
their property rights. Iract, inclusionary zoning cdpe legally vulnerable if requirements make

it impossble for the developer to earn a reasonable return on the project as a whole.
Consequently, it would be prudent for the City of Peabody toiaddntives to cover these leba
guestions anensure that thezoning works economically.
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While most communitiesvith inclusionary zoning provide density bonuses, it may be useful to
consider some intensity bonuses as well such as a reduction in miniptusizés (Marshfield,

for exampe, allows a 25% reduction) garking that also translates into lower development
costs by reducing road construction, infrastructure installation and site preparation costs. FAR
bonuses have also been used such that, feameple, the FAR allowed in thparticular zoning
district for residential uses can be increased by 30% whereast B0% of the additional FAR is
allocated to the affordable units. In a mixede development, the increased FAR may be
applied to the entirelot, however, any resulting gss floor area increase shoudgbply only to

the residential usé!

Requirements egarding density bonuses range considerably. Marshfield, which has voluntary
as opposed to mandatory provisions, specifies that the densityub units must be equal to the
number of As of Right (AOR)itsnmultiplied by 25% and rounded up to the next eveimber
divided by two (22 The City of Melrose allows the developer to build another market unit for
every affordable one regardless ofnithum lot area or parking requaments for the additional

unit or units, although at least 1.5 parking spaces egxquired per unit. Barnstable waives
density requirements and allows reduced minimum lots sizes for projects that are 100%
affordable.

As preerty values are high, they aret as high as some nearby comnities and thus it will
likely take more than onedditional market rate unit to subsidize an affordable one in Peabody.
¢KS adFiSQa {YINI DNRgOIK ¢22f {twoladditin® hirketS a |
units far each affordable one to suffently cover the costs of producing the affordableitu

The Toolkit also proposes that the minimum lot area per unit normally allowed in the district be
reduced by that amount that is necesgdp permit the inclusion of ter additional market units

on the lot for each one required affordable unit. Morewwythe ordinance could add a voluntary
inclusionary zoning bonus for affordable units produced beyond the required number (15% in
the case ofPeabody), extending the dengitbonus of two market units foeach additional
affordable unit up to a maximum nuper of project units. Typicallp 50% net increase over the
original property yield before any density bonuses were applied is recommended.

Another incentive for considation would be to expedite peritiing for developments that
involve inclusionary zeng, providing greater predictability in the development process.
Because time is money in the project development process, such expeditinganslate into a
meaningfulincentive for developers.

1 Claify rules to developers
Transparency and more prethbility in the development and permitting process are crucial to
developers as noted above. Clear procedural policies help developersopltireif projects with
knowledge of what will be expected. Asiggested above, developers would respond positicehn
expedited permitting process for inclusionary zoning projects. Another important requirement that
might be added to the ordinance walibe to insure that the affordde housing units are provided

31 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is theofl@rea divided by the lot area

32 For example, a-@nit ACR development will result in nine AOR units plusmits (.25 x 9 = 2.25 units rounded up to 4 units
with 2 affordable units and 2 density bonus units or 13 units in total. -ArIAOR developmé would result in 31 AOR unit
plus 8 units (.25 x 31 = 7uBits rounded up to 8 units, 4 affordable and 4ndity bonus units) or 39 units.
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coincident to the development of the market unitse¢sTable 6.1 for a proposed development
schedule).

This Housing Production Plan recommends that the City of Peabody reach out to devetopeve o
inclusionary zoning prasions, potentially presentindiéem at a special meeting and obtaining their
feedbad. It would also be helpful to summarize the inclusionary zoning requirements in a brochure.

1 Update language reflecting changes in state fagaons
Some language related tocal preference will also kia to be updated in compliance with state
Local Initt GAPS t NRANIY O[LtO 3IdZARSEAYySao C2NJ SE
Ordinance specifies what groups can be granted local pi&e/ OS & G | (G dz& LdpIR S NJ
Initiative Program (LIP)Up to 70% of the affordable units in a project dareserved for those
who live and work in the community. Subsequent changes to LIP would prohibit offering
preference to those who went tochool in Peabody as well as amference to how many hours
aperson must work per week icity, both currently iluded in the ordinance. Current LIP local
preference language is as follows:

Current residentsA household in which one or more member&vsg in the city orcity
at the time of application. Docuamtation of residency should be provided, such at re
receipts, utility bills, street listing or voter registration listing.

Municipal employees Employees of the municipality, such as teashejanitors,
firefighters, polte officers, librarians, anity hall employees.

Employees of local businessEsployees of businesses located in the municipality.
| 2dzaSK2f Ra @gAUGK OKATf RNB)suchasWBTCA stydehts.(i KS 2

The odinance should also require ththe affordable units be dispeed throughout the project
and indistinguishable {deast from the exterior) from the market units.

Required ResourceBonated tme of members of the Planning Board to amend the ordinaacd
coordinate the necessary ppvals with staff support fromthe Department of Community
Development and Plannin The monitoring of projects to insure continued affordability based on use
restrictions would be the responsibility of the project sponand coordinated by the proposddousing

Trust with staffing spport by the Department of Community Development dPldnning. All affordable

units added through such an ordinance need to be approved by the state to be included as part of the
/ A GSaiRidzed Housing Inventory, appligdrough the Local Initiative Bgram (LIP) administered by
DHCD (see Appendix 3 fietails on the Local Initiative Program, Local Action Units in particular).

Projected # Affordable Units Produce2 units
6.22 Pursued0R/40S Smart Growth Zoning ar@ther Overlay Districts

Timefame: Years 12
Responsible PartieBianning Boarih coordination with the proposed Housing Trust
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Current Statusin 2004, the State Legislature approved the Chapter 40R which defined 48R as
principle of land developnm that emphasizes mixing langses, increases the availability of affordable
housihg by creating a range of housing opportunities in neighborhoods, takes advantage of compact
design, fosters distinctive and attractive comnitigs, preserves open spacefiidand, natural beauty

and criical environmental areas, strengthens existing comitiess, provides a variety of transportation
choices, makes development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective and encourages cgmmunit
and stakeholder collaboratiohy RS @St 2 LIY 8 yhé keR @DporehitLof 4DRiaclude:

9 Allows local odbn to adopt Overlay Districts near transit, areas of concentrated development,
commercial districts, rural village districts, and other shigdocations;

£ f 2 gkridklidE NBaARSY (I mnnimunRaffodsble dehdiisy G 2 F

Provides that 20% ohe units be affordable;

Promotes mixedise and infill development;

Provides two types of payments to municipalities (one based on the numberajected
housing units andraother for each unit that recges a building permit); and

1 Encourages open spacedyprotects historic districts.

=A =4 =4 =9

The state also enacted Chapter 40S under the Massachusetts General Law that provides additional
benefits throwgh insurance to municipalitiethat build affordable housingnder 40R that they would

not be saddled with the erd school costs caused by schagkd children who might move into this

new housing. In effect, 40S is a complimentary insurance plan fomooities concerned about the
impacts of a possible net increas school costs due to new housing development.

More detailed information on 40R is included in Attachment 3.

The Community Development and Planning Departments has also been draftingonew to create
special overlg districts to better promote rixed uses and redevelopment activity. This includes
proposed zoning for the mill area to encourage the redevelopment of unoccupied or underutilized mill
space that can provide opportunities footh commercial and residentiases. There are issues teth

to brownfields that will require remediation, kieever, the development of affordable housing is an
excellent vehicle for obtaining funding to alleviate the problent®esidential overlays slricts were
introduced and adpted to allow new residentialses in underutilized spacés the rear of Mall.

Next Steps:¢ KS / Ale 2F tSIo02RexX UGUKNRdAAK AdGa al &2N:
Development and Planning, has been exploring oppotiemito create Smart Growth Oxlay Districts
through 40R/40%nd has adoptedew overlay districts in the Mill aiNorthshore Mall areas.

TheMetropolitan Area Planning Coun(MAPC) isn the early stages gdrovidingtechnical assistancie

the Cityon thefeasibility of establising a Chapter 40R district ihe downtownarea. The City applied

to MAPC for tebnical assistance funding to undertake an analysis of what the City could expect in
regard to the number of units and estimated incentive payns that might result from the4OR,
including some outreachotthe community. The City additionally applied aredeived another grant
TNRY G(KS adldS8SQa 9ESQOdziA@BS hTFAOS 2 Merense8NTEape | Y R
of Work, incluéhg a more robust outreach press and if given the gmhead,to prepare the new

zoning. This work demonstratesignificant progress in implementing the 2013 Housing Production

Plan that proposed the pursuit of 40R zoning.

33 Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 40R, Section 11.
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The formal steps involved inagating the 40R Overlay Distriate as follows:

9 The City hold a public hearing as to whether to adopt an Ovebstrict per the requirements
of 40R;

The City applies to DHCD prior to adopting the new zoning;

DHCD reviews the application and issues et ®f Eligibility if the newzoning satisfies the
requiremerts of 40R;

1 The City adopts the new zoning throughtwo-thirds vote of City Council subject to any
modifications required by DHCD;

The City submits evidence of approval to DHCD upon the adogftithe new zoning; and

DHCD mues a letter of approval, whicindicates the number of projected units on whidhk i
subsidy is based and the amount of payment.

T
T

= =4

Peabody has also bedncluded inthe i KA NR LIKIF &S 2F al!t/ Qad t 2pF SO
communities assess parkidgmands. This project invols& number of components including a survey

to owners of multi-family properties (with nine or more units and built since 2000), -mégtk and
middle-of-the-night parking counts, and a statisticaodel. It is anticipated thiahis project will provide
valuable input into helping the City develop informeslistainable and economical parking policies.
Such information will be particularly valuable in establishing parking requirements in thastO&.d

The downtownarea als hask 00Saa (2 sikgPevaldpmenSeéntivé Rragram (HDIP) that
offers two tax incentives to developers to undertake new construction or substantial rehabilitation of
properties for lease or sale as muliiit market rate housing including:

1 A localoption real estate taxexemption on all or part of the increased properigiue resulting
from improvements.

i State tax credits for Qualified Project Expenditures (QPESs) that are awarded through a rolling
application pocess.

Required ResourceBonated time of members of the &hning Board to prepare the necessary zoning
with staff time from the Department of Community Development and Planning and input/advocacy
from the proposed Housing Trust.

Projected # Affordablenits Produced0 units
623 t NPY2030S AGCNR Qpmefite ¢ nn. 5S@St

Timeframe:Years 12
Responsible Partieslayor andZBA

Current Status: The Massachusetts Comprehensive Permit Law, Chapter 40B Secti@3so2Che
General Laws, was enacted as fka 774 of the Acts of 1969 tencourage the construction of
affordable housing throughout the state. Often refed to as the AntSnob Zoning Act, it requires all
communities to use a streamlined review process through the local Zoning Board of Appeals

G 02 YLINBKSy aA @nfited llisdedélbpra for peojdsdproposing zoning and other regulatory
waivers andncorporating affordable housing for at least 25% of the units. Chapter 40B development is
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not unfamiliar to the City of Peabody. Of thel® total affordable housing udida Ay t S| 02
Subsidized Holrsg Inventory (SHI%98 or 28% were developed throgh the comprehensive permit
process.

Chapter 40B comprehensive permits have often had a negative association as local residents and leaders
are usuallyaverseto overrides of their zoning. While abwgts tend to be concerned about the impacts

of such @velopments, including decreases in property values, research has proven that this has not
been the casé! Moreover, the state has created aqgram, the Local Initiative Bgram (LIP), which
enables murgipalities to work in partnership with developers affordable housing developments that

meet local goals and priorities but also produce units that would otherwise be unfeasible without
signifcant regulatory waivers.

The Local Initiative Program (LIP) a technical assistance subsidy program to fatliChapter 40B
developments and locally produced affordable unitsK S t NBINI ¥ A& 2FGSy NBTFS
40B option as it inses that projects are consistemtith sustainable or smart gralv development
principles as well as local housingeds. LIP recognizes that there is a critical need for all types of
housing but encourages family and special needs housing in particudame#tricted housing (over 55)

is allowed but the locality mat demonstrate actual need and marketability and jea sponsors cannot

deny the occupancy of children in the affordable units.

In order to meet local needs, production goals and the 10% siffordability threshold, theCity will

need to partner withdevelopers, NnoOALINE FA G | YR F2 NJIREINEZNHA G R LGRS @
important tool for the City to use in permitting such developments, working in a cooperative spirit with
developers. It should be further noted #t up to 70% of the units in 40B development could be
reserved for those who livand work in Peabody, referred to as local preference units.

Next Steps:¢ KS / A (@& 2F tSIo02Re&x GKNRdAZAK A &muety & 2 NI
Development and Planngn will be alert to opportunigs to work cooperatively with developers on
projectsthat address local needs and priorities.

The process that is required for using LIP for 40B developmentsF NA Sy Rf 8¢ 02 YLINBK ¢
projects ¢ is largely developedriven. It is based on the uedstanding that the developer and
municipality are wrking together on a project that meets community needs. Minimum requirements
include:

f 2NRGGSY &adzllll2 NI 2 F (O K Sfficigl dayidh tiieAldcat hiodsingau@narshi®, K A S F
trust or other deggnated local housing entity. The chief executi¥ficer is in fact required to
submit the application to DHCD.

1 At least 25% of the units must be affordable and occupied by households eatnimgoelow
80% of area mediaimcome or at least 20% of unitsstricted to households at or below 50% of
area malian income.

9 Affordability restrictions must be in effect in perpetuity, to be monitored by DHCD through a
recorded regulatory agreement.

1 Progct sponsors must prepare andkexute an Affirmative Fair Hoing Marketing Plan that
must be approved by DHCD.

“alLe [/ SYGSNI F2NJ wSIf  9&d I {nSome, Multifamily RéntalZHEsiny Degeofnterdsion Sidgle a A E S
family Housing Values, April 2005.
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T DevStf 2LISNRA LINPFAGA NBE NBAGNAOGSR LISNJ / KF LIG SN

¢CKS LINRPOS&daa GKFdG A& NBIdzAi NER T2 NJ pdaedtsyiddetdiledtin F 2 NJ
Sectia 1.D of Appendix 3.

RequiredRkesourcesStaff time from the Department of Commity Development and Planning to work

with developers and prepare application materials as well as the donated time of members of the ZBA
to conduct the permitting. As the 4B process is primarily develpdriven and typically does not
require external shbisidies (the program works by the market rate units cregsidizing the affordable
ones), it is unlikely the City will have to commit CPAME or CDBG funding unless thmject is
targeting those withincomes well below 80% of area median income otuihes a higher level of
affordability.

Strategy 6.24 below includes some more recent state resources that might be tapped in the
developmentof publicly or privatelyowned properties including the Staet Home Program, Housing
Choice Initiative, CommunitScale Housing Initiative and tlitousing Development Incentive Program
(HDIP).

Projected # Affordable Units ProducetB5 units (includessome units that were not perrtied through
G0KS adl lbitteaPrdgam)l f

6.24 Make Suitable Public Prapty Available for Affordable Housing

Timeframe: Years 12
Responsible Partiedayor and City Council and potentially the proposed HouSigt

Current Status:As metioned in Section 4, major oletles to developing affordable housing in Peabody
include the limited availability of developable property, publiolyned property in particular. While the
YF22N) 0KNHza (G 27T Yacywé hoWidgy Agdmyids (hasShedbe deldlopment of
municipali-owned properties that are suitable for some amouwrtt affordable housing, this is more
difficult to do in Peabody as there are fewer options available. Nevertheless, as noted in the Housing
Needs Assessmenthére has beersome discussion about the patial availability of Citpwned
parcels for affordhale housing such as 70 Endicott Strebtoreover, properties in tax foreclosure could

be identified and conveyed for the purpose of providaffprdable housing, possiblyansferred to the
proposed Houigg Trust and the developer selected through a Ratjfer Proposals (RFP) process.

The City of Peabody may also decide to acquire privatelyed sites at some time in the future for the
purposes of protecting open space, quiding for particular municigauses, and developing some
amount of housing, inclling affordable housing, through cluster development on a portion of the sites.
Additional smaller sites may become available as well tallaifbrdable new starter homespousing for

empty nesters, spaal needs units, or housing for the formerly horsslen in infill basis. Some limited
opportunities may also be available through the taking of-ftaoeclosed properties for affordable
housirg. Ideally this property woulthen be transferred to the pneosed Housing Trust (see strategy
6.1.1) following @y Council approval, which would then prepare and issue a Request for Proposals (RFP)
to select a developer. Some communities have decidedbdod CPA funding to finance qperty
acquisition.
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As the Citybecomes alert to opportunities for acquiring propgrthat would be suitable for some
amount of affordable housing, even tforeclosed properties, such properties would ideally meet a
numberdf G & YlF NI 3INPRshia&é LINAYOALX Sa adz

The redevelopment of exiag structures,

Infill site development,

Developmat of housing with existing or planned infrastructure,

Parcels large enough to accommodate clustered housing,

Mixed-use properties in the dowown, village areas or along anercial corridors, and
Bufferbetween adjacent properties.

=A =4 =4 =8 =8 =9

Next Steps: The Depament of Community Development and Planning, under the oversight of the
Mayor or proposed Housing Trust, will continue to work with other Gagrds and committees to
purste the development of surplus micipal property or acquire private property for tlieevelopment

of affordable housing. For example, the towns of Carlisle and Falmouth acquired land for affordable
housing development includingpen space preservation and tmtr public benefits. Like these
communities, Peabody could choose to bond CPA ftmdsver site acquisition costs.

The Cityhas prepermitted an 8unit developmentfor its property at 70 Endicott Streebne of which
would be affordable. For such putly-owned properties, the Citywill coordinate the following
activities:

1 Predevéopment CostsWhere appropriate, the City will support the costs of preliminary
feasibility analyses of existing Giawned properties or on &s identified on the open mask
through negotiations withriterested sellers for reduced prices or through faxeclosures that
might potentially include some amount of affordable housing. Such analyses could be funded
through Community Preservationrids or the proposed Housing Btu-und.

1 Preparation of theRFP:Following the necessary approvals for the weyance of Cipwned
LINR LISNIAS&EY GKS 5SLINIYSYyd 2F /2YYdzyAade 5598
Chief Procurement Officer angotentially a housing consulté, will prepare a Request for
Proposals (RFP) to solicit interest from develspérl 8 SR 2y GKS [/ AG@&Qa
requirements. They will then select a developer also based on identified criteria included in the
RFP. Projects may require densitie other regulatory relief beynd what is allowed under
existing zoning, and thimight be obtained through normal regulatory channels or more likely
GKNRdzZAK GKS AGaFNASYRfe&é¢ O2YLINBKS Yy atiatsgeSProgdaNI A (i
(LIP) (see sategy 6.23).

1 Conveyance foProperty: The City will convey the property to @hselected developer at a
nominal cost, representing a significant subsidy that will help make the project financially
feasible.

1 Project Finaniog: Additionally, the City wilneed to be involved in helpg the selected
developer attract the necessary éincial and technical support. The City appreciates that
evidence of municipal support is often critical when seeking financial or technidataase
from regional, state am federal agencies. CPA fumglior proposed Housing Trust Funds are
very helpfulin leveraging limited and competitive state and federal funding.
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91 Project AdvocacyThe City will not only establish the terms and conditiohsdevelopment
through the RFPhut will also advocate for theroject, supporting the developer in obtaining
the necessary permits and community support.

Required ResourceResources will be required to help subsidize the development. Comprehensive
permits typically do not involve égrnal public subsidies but asnternal subsidies by which the market
unitsinBOld &dzoaARAT S GKS I TF2NRIofS 2ySao alyg 02Y
permit process to take advantage of these internatbsidies, to create the necesyadensities to make
developmant feasible, and to make it easier to navigate #hésting regulatory system as recommended

in strategy 6.2. Given relatively high market prices and extremely limited public financing for
afff NRI 6 f S K2 dzi A 408 procésKiSan impaxtantsiedy foRptoducing affordable housing

in Peabody(see strategy 6.3).

Other developments require public subsidies to cover the costs of affordable or fniceche
residential development andeed to access public subsigithrough the state and federgovernment

and other financial institutions to aomplish these objectives. Because the costs of development are
typically significantly higher than the rents or purchase prices that- land moderateincome
households caafford, multiple layers of sigidies are often needed to fill the gaps. Even e@hapter

40B developments are finding it useful to apply for external subsidies to increase the numbers of
affordable units, to target units tiower income or special neeg®pulations, or to fill gapsht market

rates cannot fully cover. A mix of fimdal and technical resources will be required to continue to
produce affordable units in Peabody. Appendix 3 includes summaries of most s& thmising
assistance programs

{2YS 27F (KS canifundliSginitiatives thNab colld®otentially beised for both public and
privately-owned properties include:

1 Starter Home Program
The state also enacted legislation to implement a Starter éldfmogram as part of the
Gover2 ND&a 902y 2 YA O. ThiSuaS dceomplishgtiby modifiifig the existimgars
Growth Zoning and Housing Production law of Chapter 40R to include $25 million in new
funding over five years for cities and towns thatate new starter home zoning digcts. The
new districts mustbe a minimum of three acres, restrict the primadwelling size to 1,850
square feet of heated living area with a minimum of four units per acredhy, and provide
20% affordability up to 10® AMI. As is the case underafter 40R (see strategy 622.
communities would receive zoning incentive payrmsemanging from $10,000 to $600,000,
depending upon the size of the "starter home" zoning district, as well as housing production
payments of $00 for each unit of housinguiit. There is also an openage requirement.

1 Housing Choice Initiative
In 2018, the state announced its Housing Choice Initiative to provide technical assistance grants
to local governments to help communities achieveitraffordable housing goals dar Chapter
40B through its n& Planning for Housing Production Program. Theestepes to pair this
grant funding with new legislation that will help facilitate housing production and the adoption
of zoning best practicesvithout mandating that municipi#ies adopt any specific zam
practices. Housing Choice Initiative designatadso comes with potential grant funding for
capital improvements.
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1 Community Scale Housing Initiative (CSHI)
The state also introduced the @onunity Scale Housing Initiagivio address the need for
smaler scale affordable housing projects that are dize fit well within the host community
and are too small to be competitive for the more traditional sources of financing such as the
Low IncomeHousing Tax Credit Program.

It is also important to notehat Peabody has been approved to participate it a Gl 46 SQa | 2
Development Incentive Program (HDIP) to spur market rate housing development and economic
development activities in designateareas. This area includes@d 2 F t S 02Re ®Pa R2 6
specifically offers two tax incentives to devedop to undertake new construction or substantial
rehabilitation of properties for lease or sale as multit market rate housing including:

1 Alocaloption real estate tax exnption on all or part of theéncreased property value
resulting from improvemersg

9 State tax credits for Qualified Project Expenditures (QPESs) that are awarded through a
rolling application process.

Other resources includehe donated time of members oCity boards and committees (©u as
Assessing, ZBA, the Planning Board, CommBn@gervation Committee, and proposed Housing Trust),
including staff coordination from the Department of Community Development and Planning.

Projected # Affordable Units Ritaced: 32 units
6.25 Promote Nontraditional Housing Models

Timeframe: Years3-5
Responsible Partie®lanning Board with support from the proposed Housing Trust

Current StatusThe priority housing needs described iecfon 3.4 suggest the need fmroduce new
housing for low and moderateincome individuals and families to reaks well as opportunities for
starter housing, downsizing, and special needs facilities. While traditional models of-faimgjie
detached owneship housing and limited muifamily development tend to béhe norm in most
communities, largely in response zoning and financing constraints, there are other housing types that
have been proven effective in addressing particular housing needs,dinglwaffordability. These
include the following:

1 Livework space:Livework space, sometimes referred to agy@eommute housing, are spaces
where artists combine their residence with their work area, typically in an open floor plan
offering large, flexile work areas. Such spaceSarl f f 2 4 SR dzy R 8gN\Ordin&hted 2 R & ¢
in the BC¢ Central Business Distri¢ and R4 District by special permit. There is wide
recognition that artists help make cities more livable, contributing to the cultural and
commercial vitality of the commuity, but the availability of #iordable studio and living space
continues to be aissue for local artists. The promotion of fifkior gallery or retail space with
live/workspace for artists in the upper floors is a goo@ R S f F2NJ FRIFLIWGAY3
downtown area. There may evdre opportunities for targeted funding to encourageich
development as well as collaborations with cultural organizations. For example, the City of Lynn
has revised its zoning and has promotatist live/workspace in its dentown. This might be
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consideed in tandem with new Chapter 40R zoning or otbeerlay districts (see strategy 6.2
2).

1 Cohousing: The  cohousing
concept originated in Denmark
gAGK | F20dza 2y 1y
neighbors and pviding a safe
and nurturing emironment for
children and haks back to the
GAYGSYyGA2Yy Ll f o2Y
concept that was introduced in
the United States back into the
mid-19"  Century. These
developments are cooperative
neighborhoods, typically with
homes ¢tustered around a
common buildng with facilities
that are slared by all residents
(dining room, kitchen,
playrooms, library).

For example, Northampton has couple of these developments including Pathways Cohousing
and Rocky Hill Cohousing. As the pilan for the Homes at Pathwa Cohousing demonstrates
abowe, these developments tend to be clustered witha@mnon house in the center or at the
apex of the development. The common house supports the community with dining facilities,
sometimes guest®Ya X OKAf RNB yfeetind dind |®ing &redls. Ofimg is yoéated

in lots on the periphery, leavinghe interior of the site cafree and providing a safe and
supportive place for children to play. Most such developments tend to be more affigrda
priced, and in Northamptoalmost threequarters of the mits are valued within the $200,000

to $300,000 rage. Cohousing can also be readily adapted to miredme housing, with
several income tiers, and integrate smaller starter housing units osehfor downsizing.
Recommendd changes to the cluster zomjrordinance could include provisions to make these
development options possible in Peabody (see strategyrp.2.

1 Adaptive reuse Adaptive reuse involves the conversion of nonresidential ptg®¢ such as
institutional, @mmercial and even industrigkoperties¢ into housing. The Tannery projects in
Peabody are good examples of such reuses, and the conversion of surplus schools for residential
use has been widely implemented throughout tl@ommonwealth. Because Peaboiy
relatively builtout, oppotunities to convert existing nonresidential propers to mixedncome
housing should be pursued. Approval of an overlay district in the mill area would help promote
the redevelopment of underutized mill buildings into mix®uses, including affordableobsing
(see strategy 6.2.6).

1 Mixeddzda S aedRDIFE (Ke LIBhe RodidgaOrdihahce does allow housing above
commercial or retail space in the Central Business District ahdRtric. Such development
provides anumber of benefits for the ammunity such as creating housing opportunitiesiose
proximity to services and transportation, thus reducing the reliance on the automobile; directing
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housing to areas that can accommodate afe¥ density; promoting the vatlity of business areas
after store hours; and providing smaller units for indivals and smaller households. Clearly
artist liveAorkspacewould fit in well with this type of development as mentioned above.

1 Group homes Groups homes provide smalltiags for people with disahtles in existing
homes in residential neighborhoed Each bedroom in a group home is eligible for counting in
the Subsidized Housing Inventory. Peabody Igissuch units in group homes, upfm 165 in
2012, including 18in homes sponsored by the st@¥ 5 SLJ NI YSy G 2F 5S@St
(DDS) andrmther 33 in homes sponsored by the Department of Mental Health (DMH).

1 Congregate settings Congregate housing can take many forms and otlenes for such
housing have inoded supported housing, lifeare homes, congregate retirement housing,
congregae senior communities, residential care, sheltered housing, enriched housing, single
room occupancy (SRO) housing, enhanced single room occuf880), safe havetisand
even assisted living. Cohousing cargroup homes, described above, also share elemeiits
congregate living.

In the United States, the term appeared in a 1978 federal law that was intended to provide
subsidized housing with supgive services for seniors dhe disabled. The original fm of
congregate housing typically included someanareparation and housekeeping. Those living in
these settings usually did not have their own kitchens and sometimes shared bathrooms. Some
congregate housing has been amotige most affordable senior ospecial needs housing
because of available substdi Unfortunately, there has been a shortage of such housing and
limited funding for new projects in Peabody and elsewhere.

Congregate housi including Single Room Occyp@& o0 { wh Qa0 dnldesihas Ay N
served as a valuable source of afforgablusing for lowincome individuals. This type of
housing, with supportive services, is particularly responsive to the Housing Bpptoachto

meeting the needs of chrooélly homeless individuals.

i Cottage-style or bungalow type housing
clusters: This type of housing has been
popular in the West Coast of the
country where there is an intense focus
on smart growth development
principles. The model involves the
development of small cottages or
bungalows that are clustered around a
community green space This housing
type targets empty nesters, single

35 Safe Haven Pgoams are directed to providing servieamriched housing for the chronically homeless mentally ill.

36 During recent years there has been a shdtfreventing homelessness by igkly providing housing withvrap-around

services as needed through a rapidpesse Housing First model. This approach has proven effective in other places around
GKS O2dzyiNE O Al 2dza Ay 3 Oieddrgehicy and trahsifionahgltér Syssfn of pra@iSinggimporaiyk S O dzN
housing for the homeless and is premiseattbe belief that vulnerable and aisk homeless families and individuals are more
responsive to interventions and social service suppdter they are in their own housingather than while living indmporary

facilities.
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professionals, and young couples. Such development provides opportunities for the ownership
of small, detached dwellings thin or on the fringe of exigig neighborhoods, often enhancing
affordability whle simultaneously encouraging the creation of more useable open space for the
residents through flexibility in density. This model also prewidn infill housing option iareas
within reasonable proxifty to transportation and businesses. It is wortbting that some of
these projects have shared parking lots orgireet parking, reducing the costs of each unit
having its own driveway and gang garage, which for smallrggects can end up being a
significant cost and land consumer. This housing nh@d@ also be adapted to the cohousing
concept described above

9 Serviceenriched housing for seniorsAs discussed in the Housing Needs Assen$s and
t SI 0 2Mv@Yeadr HUD Consolidated Plan, there hdmen a substantial upsurge in the
population 65 yars or older. The number of those 65 years of age and older grew by 58%
between 1990 and 2010, from 6,655 to 10,520 residents, while the pdpolas a whole
increased by oml 9.0%.The 2017 census estirgs suggest further increases of older adults to
10,988 residents and 20.9% of the populatio@f particular note were the frail elderly of at
least age 85 who increased by 249% between 1990281d and by 19% between 201@cd
2017. Population projectits predict that this growth will continue into tHeture as hose over
65 are estimated to increase from 20.5% of all residents in 2010 to 29.5% by 2030, representing
a gain of 5,741 residents ithis older age categoryMoreover, seniors are spendingrftoo
much on their housing, including both rentemsid owners, and seniors represent the largest
portion of the population earning at or below 30% of area median income. Clearly there is a
compelling need for the developmertf additional affordable housg for the elderly, including
service enriched haing through assisted living developments or units with some array of
supportive services to help seniors, particularly the very -logome fral elderly, live
independently i place.

1 Tiny houses or micronits
Tiny houses or micranits can provide
workforce housing on unbuildable lots or
as an accessory unit on a lot with a
primary dwelling as shown in the photo. If
such units have wheels, the may be
obstacles  associated with  being
considered as trars or mobile homes
and thus prohibited in most aes by
zoning. But when tiny houses are not
regulated as mobile homes, there are still
obstacles including minimum square
footage requirements ash  the
accommodation of toilets. Consequently, while tiny hoes are popular, available, and
affordable, they care difficult to site.

Some communities are starting to make inroads into allowing these tiny homes. For example,
Nantucket recently amendeits zoning to include a provisiy F2 NJ | & ¢ A i6wingl 2 dza S
mobile tiny homes to serve as primary, sedary, or even tertiary dwelling units.
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